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Abstract 
Background: This thesis examined the effect of religiosity/spirituality (R/S) on breast, prostate, and 
colorectal cancer screening behaviour. Over two-thirds of Canadians identify with some form of 
religion or spirituality. R/S can affect the intentions, beliefs and behaviours of individuals. Many 
religious and spiritual practices place an emphasis on the preservation of health. Breast, prostate and 
colorectal cancers account for a large proportion of cancers in Canada. Screening is an effective form 
of secondary prevention for cancer. R/S may provide a platform of positive influence to encourage 
greater cancer screening.  
Objective: Data from Alberta’s Tomorrow Project (ATP) were used to explore the longitudinal 
association between R/S and breast, prostate and colorectal cancer screening behaviour.  
Methods: ATP participants between 35 and 70 years, without a history of chronic disease at baseline, 
were included in the analysis. For longitudinal analysis, participants had a minimum of one post-
baseline screening datapoint. R/S was measured through two variables: Salience and Attendance. R/S 
Salience assessed the importance of religion or spirituality to ATP participants, asking them: “Do 
spirituality values or faith play an important role in your life?” Response options for R/S Salience were 
“Yes” or “No.” R/S Attendance assessed whether participants attended religious or spiritual services, 
with response options being limited to “Attends” or “Does Not Attend.” Multivariable logistic 
regression models were built for each R/S and cancer screening variable separately. All models were 
adjusted for age, social support, income, occupation, education, sex, marital status, perceived health, 
and smoking status.  
Results: Due to the large proportion of women undergoing mammography (69% at baseline and 95% 
at the final follow-up period), breast cancer screening was assessed cross-sectionally. Neither R/S 
Salience nor R/S Attendance were found to be statistically significantly associated with breast cancer 
screening (odds ratio [OR]=1.10, 95% confidence interval [CI]: 0.93-1.27, and OR:1.02, 95% CI: 0.86-
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1.21, respectively). Longitudinal analysis revealed that R/S Salience and R/S Attendance were also not 
statistically significantly associated with prostate cancer screening (OR:0.90, 95% CI: 0.68-1.19, and 
OR:1.18, 95% CI: 0.88-1.59, respectively). Only models for R/S and colorectal cancer screening 
produced statistically significant results. ATP participants who responded “Yes” to R/S Salience 
(compared to ‘No’), and participants who attended (versus not attended) religious or spiritual services 
(R/S Attendance), had 1.4 times (95% CI: 1.15-1.73) or 1.5 times (95% CI: 1.12-1.89) greater odds of 
obtaining a sigmoidoscopy or colonoscopy, respectively. 
Discussion: This thesis provided a Canadian context for the association between R/S and cancer 
screening, and added to the literature by incorporating both cross-sectional and longitudinal analyses; 
the preservation of temporality allowed us to examine whether the effects of R/S persisted over time. 
The current analyses were conducted using persons drawn from a large, population-based study 
encompassing a sample of adults aged between 35 and 70 years (n=5,014-11,977). This thesis suggested 
that R/S may have a positive influence on the cancer screening behaviours of Canadians. Future 
research should explore whether public health officials can leverage the effects of R/S to help increase 
the incidence of screening for cancers in populations where screening behaviour remains low.    
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Chapter 1 
Introduction  
1.1 Purpose  
The purpose of this thesis was to investigate the association between religiosity and spirituality 
(R/S), and cancer screening, in a sample of community-dwelling participants aged between 35- and 70-
years residing in Alberta, Canada. Specifically, this thesis included breast cancer screening through 
mammography, prostate cancer screening with the prostate specific antigen (PSA) test, and colorectal 
cancer screening with sigmoidoscopy or colonoscopy. This thesis analysed these associations cross-
sectionally and longitudinally using data from Alberta’s Tomorrow Project (ATP), a longitudinal cohort 
study designed to investigate chronic diseases, such as cancer, with a focus on prediction and prevention 
(1). ATP began in 2000 and is currently ongoing within the larger Canadian Partnership for Tomorrow 
Project (CPTP) (2). 
1.2 Research Questions  
The primary research questions addressed in the thesis were:  
1) Is R/S associated with breast, prostate and colorectal cancer screening behaviour, both cross-
sectionally and longitudinally, over a maximum of 15 years? 
2) Do the associations specified in question # 1 above change after controlling for the following 
covariates: age, education, income, occupation, marital status, social support, smoking status and 
perceived health status?    
1.3 Hypotheses 
The thesis candidate hypothesized that R/S would be positively associated with breast, colorectal, 
and prostate cancer screening behaviour, both cross-sectionally and longitudinally. Additionally, she 
hypothesized that these associations would persist after controlling for the covariates described in question 
# 2 above. 
  2 
1.4 Rationale  
According to the World Health Organization, cancer is a leading cause of death globally. Cancer 
screening serves as a preventive mechanism for early detection of cancers to reduce morbidity and 
mortality. Through screening tests, earlier detection of cancers leads to less intensive treatments, improved 
outcomes, or both. However, cancer screening practices are not routinely undertaken by all Canadians; this 
underutilization of cancer screening is important to explore. The data from such explorations can help 
public health officials develop programs to encourage more screening.  
Over two-thirds of Canadians identify with some form of religion or spirituality, and researchers 
have suggested that R/S may play a role in predicting health behaviours (3–7). This thesis aimed to explore 
the impact of R/S on cancer screening behaviour in Canada.  
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Chapter 2 
Introduction to Religion, Spirituality and Cancer  
2.1 Religion and Spirituality 
 
Religion and spirituality are constructs of faith and worship that are central to the lives of many 
people. According to the 2011 National Household Survey (NHS), approximately 76% of Canadians 
adhered to some form of religion or spirituality. Just over two-thirds of Canadians identified with a Christian 
denomination, with most Christians identifying as Catholic. The next most commonly reported religions 
were Islam (3.21%), Hinduism (1.52%), Sikhism (1.39%), and Judaism (1.00%). The NHS also reported 
that less than 1% of Canadians identified with Traditional (Aboriginal) Spirituality, or with another religion 
(7).  
While often thought of as the same, religion and spirituality are two separate constructs. Koenig et 
al. (6) describe religion as an organized system of beliefs, practices and rituals that have developed over 
time, are governed through an institutional structure (e.g., ‘organized religion’), and are related to 
community traditions. The purpose of religion is to help individuals become closer to a transcendent figure, 
which includes a god, higher power, or ultimate truth, and to create an understanding of an individual’s 
relationships and responsibilities to others in a community. Religions also usually include beliefs about 
personal conduct and an afterlife (6).  
Spirituality encompasses a search for the transcendent (e.g., the relationship between divinity and 
the material world) and tends to be subjective. Individuals adopt their own understandings and truths about 
the transcendent, as opposed to adhering to the prescripts of a religious dogma. Koenig et al. describe a key 
concept of spirituality as the thought of being connected to something scared and transcendent, which 
encompasses supernatural and mystical forces that may include, but often go beyond, organized religion 
(6). The connection to the transcendent is the main commonality between spiritualty and religion. Those 
who are religious may also consider themselves spiritual, though the reverse may not be true (6).  
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Unlike spiritual or religious individuals, persons who are secular do not believe in a transcendent 
figure (e.g., God). Secularism still places value on morals and relationships, which are guided by ‘human-
made’ codes of conduct or cultural norms, rather than codes of conduct prescribed by religious beliefs (6). 
Although religion and spirituality are different concepts, the thesis candidate could not separate 
participants’ responses into religious or spiritual components. While the ATP data captured R/S through 
three survey questions (R/S salience, self-perceived R/S, and R/S attendance), each question asked about 
religion and spirituality together, e.g., specify the frequency of attendance at religious or spiritual services 
or gatherings. 
2.2 Religion, Spirituality, and Health  
 
Religion and spirituality offer societies and individuals a core set of beliefs surrounding morals and 
codes of conduct. Often, these beliefs endorse or prohibit behaviours specifically affecting health. For 
example, alcohol consumption is linked to a number of cancers, mental health problems, and heart disease 
(8–11). In Islam, consuming alcohol is considered sinful and immoral, and is therefore prohibited. More 
broadly, the Christian Bible (1 Corinthians 6:19-20) states that the body serves as a temple for the Holy 
Spirit; therefore, Christians are called to respect their bodies and forego unhealthy and harmful behaviours. 
Since religious or spiritual morals or codes of conduct emphasize the preservation and maintenance of 
physical health, such beliefs could positively influence a person’s decision to screen for cancer.  
Researchers have proposed several mechanisms to explain the effect of R/S on health. One 
mechanism is through peer support (12–14). In a review by Koenig in 2012, he noted that 82% of studies 
regarding R/S and social support found a significant positive relationship between the two constructs (14). 
Religion and spirituality provide individuals with a platform to meet regularly with like-minded people who 
can offer each other emotional and physical support. Having regular meetings also allows religious or 
spiritual leaders to give sermons to their congregants, which can reinforce the scriptural underpinnings of 
behaving in a healthy fashion (3,4). Berkman’s seminal work from three decades ago first reported positive 
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associations between social support and health (15), and numerous studies published in the ensuing years 
have supported this early work (16). 
Another underlying mechanism thought to explain the effect of R/S on health is the development 
of good coping skills (17). When stress is present over long periods of time, it can negatively alter 
homeostatic responses and adversely impact immune function (5,18). Lessons taught through religion and 
spiritualty (e.g., positive thinking about God’s plan for oneself, learning to feel secure in God’s presence) 
may provide followers with the skills to cope with stressful situations. Beyond specific coping methods, 
true believers in faith find a sense of comfort from their connection to God, allowing religion or spirituality 
to serve as an outlet for stress; adherents to faith may derive comfort and hope from praying, which may 
lead to decreases in stress. Social support from religious leaders and other congregants may also bring 
comfort and practical assistance to reduce stress. 
The connection to a divine being provides the foundation for positive coping mechanisms to 
manage stressful situations. For example, one study found that persons with HIV used spirituality to cope 
with traumas related to their diagnosis and life with the illness (19). Another study found that caregivers of 
persons with cardiovascular disease had improved quality of life when they incorporated R/S into their 
lives, compared to caregivers who did not incorporate R/S into their lives (20).  
Fostering a sense of hope is another way religion and spirituality are thought to affect health. 
Religious and spiritual scriptures often contain messages of hope, with the idea that events in life have 
meaning on a scale grander than the self. This can be especially important to individuals who suffer from 
chronic disease and who are looking for ways to cope with the suffering related to their disease. For 
example, a study with the purpose of determining the role of spiritual attributions to disease was conducted 
on women diagnosed with breast cancer (21). The study found that women with positive spiritual 
attributions, such as believing in a kind and supportive god, maintained feelings of hope during their cancer 
treatment. However, women with negative spiritual attributions, such as believing in an angry God, 
experienced increasing morbidity throughout their cancer treatment (21).  
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2.3 Potential Inverse Relations between R/S and Health Behaviours   
 
R/S may not always promote positive health behaviours. For example, fatalism related to religion 
or spirituality may discourage individuals from seeking medical treatment for conditions that are assumed 
to be “part of God’s plan”. A cross-sectional study on participants across England found that women from 
minority ethnic groups (ie. African, Indian, Bangladeshi, Pakistani, Caribbean) showed higher cancer 
fatalism compared to White British Women. The authors felt that addressing fatalistic beliefs among these 
minority groups would increase cancer screening (22). Franklin et al. (23) studied a random sample of 1,273 
African Americans in the United States and reported that fatalism impacted health behaviours in a complex 
way. While fatalism was not statistically significantly associated with healthcare utilization, it was 
associated with a diagnosis of high cholesterol. Also, individuals with a greater number of chronic illnesses, 
and who perceived their health as poor, tended to have a greater likelihood of endorsing fatalistic beliefs 
(23).  
In summary, religion and spirituality contain a series of beliefs and attitudes that can minimize 
one’s engagement in risky behaviours and promote ‘positive’ health behaviours (3,4). While the current 
body of literature has provided some possible explanations for the positive impact of R/S on health (23–
26), the true causative mechanisms are unknown. The effect of social support may be the main driver of 
better health in religious or spiritual populations, with R/S activities serving as the vehicle through which 
social support is delivered to these populations. 
The available literature has yet to show whether R/S exerts an influence on health and health 
behaviours over and above the social support component. For example, recent work examining religious 
service attendance and cognitive function in Canada did not find an independent effect for attendance after 
adjusting for functional social support, although the unadjusted models also showed no association (27). 
Overall, the relationship between R/S and health behaviours is complex. This thesis added to the body of 
literature in this area by exploring the association between R/S and cancer screening.   
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Chapter 3 
Cancer 
3.1 Biology of Cancer  
 
The development of cancer occurs when regular cell functions related to mitosis and apoptosis are 
damaged. Mitosis is the process of cell division, whereby one cell is replicated into two new cells. Cell 
division is required to allow new cells to replace old cells and promote regeneration, thereby maintaining 
the genetic material that is located within each cell. For example, when an organism is injured, damaged 
cells are replaced by new and healthy cells through mitosis. Apoptosis allows cells to undergo a 
programmed death when they are damaged and no longer useful, or potentially harmful, to an organism. In 
the previous scenario, where cells were damaged due to injury, the damaged cells would undergo apoptosis. 
However, when the mitotic and apoptotic processes are damaged within cells, some cells may evade cell 
death, which leads to uncontrolled cell growth and cancer. Cancer can affect any part of the body. Certain 
races and cultures have greater incidences of specific types of cancers due to a combination of 
environmental, lifestyle, and genetic factors. For example, Ashkenazi Jews have low rates of lung cancer 
due to low tobacco use, but have higher incidences of colorectal cancer (28).  
3.2 Facts and Statistics Related to Cancer in Canada  
 
A recent report estimated that 225,800 new cases of cancer could be expected in Canada in 2020, 
with 83,300 cancer-related deaths. Lung cancers (n=29,800), breast cancers in females (n=27,400), 
colorectal cancers (n=26,900) and prostate cancers in males (n=23,300) are expected to be the most 
commonly-diagnosed cancers in Canada; mortality rates in persons diagnosed with cancer are expected to 
be 26% for lung cancer, 12% for colorectal cancer, 6% for pancreatic cancer, 6% for breast cancer and 5% 
for prostate cancer (29). 
In 2018, Statistics Canada data showed that cancer was the leading cause of death in Canada, 
accounting for over 79,000 deaths, or 28.1% of all deaths overall. Canadians face a 50% probability of 
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developing cancer in their lifetime, with 25% of those diagnosed expected to die from the disease (30). 
Deaths due to cancer in Canada outranked deaths due to heart disease, cerebrovascular disease, and 
accidents, which accounted for 53,134, 13,480 and 13,290 deaths, respectively, in 2018 (31). Individuals 
50 years of age or older are the age group with the largest proportion of cancer diagnoses in general, with 
nine in ten cancers expected to be diagnosed within this age group (32). 
3.3 Risk Factors for Developing Cancer  
 
The World Health Organization (WHO) states the following potential risk factors for cancer: age, 
lack of physical activity, overweight or obesity, poor diet, alcohol use, tobacco use, infections such as the 
hepatitis B or human papilloma viruses, environmental pollution, exposure to radiation, occupational 
carcinogens, and reproductive factors (8). While some of these risks are inherent, e.g., genetic mutations 
that are unalterable, many arise out of lifestyle behaviours. For example, excess weight and lack of physical 
activity have been associated with an increased risk of several cancers. An annual report on the status of 
cancers in the United States found that excess weight and lack of physical activity put individuals at 
increased risk for cancers of the colon and rectum, pancreas, kidneys, and breasts (33). A meta-analysis of 
epidemiological studies also found an inverse relation between physical activity and breast cancer mortality 
in women. The meta-analysis also found that a lack of appropriate physical activity increases a woman’s 
risk of breast cancer (34).  
Lifestyle risks for cancer are important to study because they are alterable through behaviour 
modification (e.g., tobacco cessation, improved dietary habits), which can be encouraged through health 
promotion programs.  
3.4 Cancer Treatment and Control  
 
Many forms of cancer treatment exist, the most common being surgery, chemotherapy, radiation 
therapy, and tamoxifen (the latter for breast cancer). Other forms of cancer treatment include 
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immunotherapy, targeted therapy, stem cell transplants, and hormone therapy. Unfortunately, many cancer 
treatments involve short- or long-term side effects. For example, common side effects of chemotherapy and 
radiation therapy include hair loss and fatigue (35). Short-term side effects usually end when treatment 
ends. Long-term side effects can result in much more serious problems with lasting effects. For example, 
radiation therapy may lead to the development of scar tissue, memory loss, infertility, or even the possibility 
of a second cancer (36–38). While the efficacy of treatments for cancer depends on the type of cancer, stage 
of disease and patient characteristics, in general cancer treatments help to extend patients’ lives and, in 
some cases, provide cures. For example, chemotherapy is considered curative in some types of advanced 
cancers, including acute lymphoblastic leukemia. Newer forms of cancer treatment, such as 
immunotherapy, provide patients with tailored therapeutic options that are potentially mor effective and 
less toxic than chemotherapy (39).  
When making decisions about treatment options, doctors take calculated measures to weigh the 
risks and benefits of providing each form of treatment, and often patients may receive multiple forms of 
treatment simultaneously. For example, radiation therapy may be combined with chemotherapy or surgery, 
or both. To reduce morbidity and mortality from cancer, the emphasis in public health is on prevention, 
which includes early detection. If a cancer can be caught at an early stage, treatment options may be less 
invasive and more effective. Stage information is useful for physicians to understand treatment options and 
possible outcomes of patients’ disease; patients for whom cancers are caught at later stages tend to have a 
lower overall five-year net survival (30). The Canadian Cancer Society reported that approximately 50% 
of lung cancers were diagnosed at late stage (stage IV), which is reflective of its low five-year net survival 
of 17% (30).  
Early detection of cancer can be accomplished through screening techniques. Mammography and 
clinical breast exams (CBEs) are forms of breast cancer screening. Early detection is performed when 
evidence suggests such actions will lead to less invasive and less taxing treatment options, or offer better 
prognoses for patients. In the case of breast cancer, one form of treatment involves surgery to remove the 
affected breast(s), known as a mastectomy. Through screening, it is possible to detect breast cancer early 
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and women may undergo partial instead of total breast removal. Also, breast cancer treatment can involve 
radiation or chemotherapy, although women who have their breast cancers detected early may forgo the 
need for either treatment (40–43).  For early detection to be successful, individuals should follow screening 
guidelines published by the Canadian Task Force on Preventive Health Care, which are also available from 
the Canadian Cancer Society. 
Another important component of cancer control consists of prevention (8). This involves the use of 
health promotion programs to encourage people to alter lifestyle risks for cancer (e.g., cease using tobacco, 
improve eating habits, engage in physical exercise), thereby reducing the likelihood of contracting the 
disease. 
3.5 Breast Cancer Screening Recommendations     
 
Available screening options for breast cancer include mammography, magnetic resonance imaging 
(MRI), self-breast examination (SBE), and CBE. Due to a lack of evidence, the Canadian Task Force on 
Preventive Health Care (CTFPHC) advised against CBE, SBE, or MRI to screen for breast cancer (44). For 
women who possess an average risk, with no family history or genetic mutations associated with breast 
cancer, mammography is recommended over MRI, SBE, or CBE. A recent report was published stating 
that mammography screening is recommended every one or two years for women aged 40 years or over 
(45). Between 50 and 74 years of age, physicians recommend screening every two or three years. Beyond 
this age range, patients are advised to consult their doctors for advice.  
A study conducted among 40,075 Norwegian women analyzed breast cancer incidence and 
mortality, and reported a one-third reduction in breast cancer deaths due to screening (46). A one-third 
reduction was also found in the United Kingdom’s screening program (46,47). While over-diagnosing is a 
concern related to cancer screening, mammography has been shown to reduce the incidence of late stage 
cancers (48–50). 
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3.6 Colorectal Cancer Screening Recommendations   
 
While many colorectal cancer screening methods exist, colonoscopy is considered the gold standard 
(51). A colonoscopy allows physicians to analyse a patient’s entire colon for polyps, which are small 
growths that are often benign and asymptomatic. However, even benign polyps can become cancerous, 
placing importance on early detection (52). Colonoscopies are recommended to be performed every 10 
years for individuals 50 years of age or older who are at an average risk for colorectal cancer (53). Another 
form of screening includes a sigmoidoscopy, which is similar to a colonoscopy yet only reaches to a section 
of the large intestine known as the sigmoid colon. For individuals at average risk for colorectal cancer, a 
sigmoidoscopy is recommended every five years (53).  
The National Cancer Institute (NCI) recommends that individuals at average risk for colorectal 
cancer begin screening at the age of 50 years, continuing at regular intervals until the age of 75 years (54). 
After the age of 75 years, NCI recommends basing screening decisions on individual patient preferences 
and specific health concerns.  
Much evidence exists to support the use of colonoscopies and sigmoidoscopies in colorectal cancer, 
as both randomized controlled trials and observational studies report reductions in mortality (55,56).  Based 
on evidence from observational studies, microsimulation modeling, and randomized controlled trials, 
Zauber (57) suggested that approximately 50% of the decline in incidence and deaths due to colorectal 
cancers in the USA were attributable to increased colorectal cancer screening. Another population-based 
retrospective cohort study using Ontario health data found a 48% relative decrease in colorectal cancer 
incidence, and an 81% decrease in mortality among individuals who were screened with colonoscopy, 
versus those who were not screened (58).  
3.7 Prostate Cancer Screening Recommendations   
 
Available screening tests for prostate cancer include the prostate specific antigen (PSA) test and a 
digital rectal exam (DRE). A PSA test determines the amount of PSA released by the prostate and present 
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in the blood. An individual with prostate cancer will likely have higher levels of PSA in their blood (greater 
than 4ng/mL); however, alternative reasons for an elevation in PSA—such as age and race—should be 
ruled out (59). A DRE involves the insertion of a gloved and lubricated finger by a licenced medical 
practitioner into a patient’s rectum to estimate the size of the patient’s prostate, or to feel for the presence 
of any irregularities.  
The CTFPHC does not recommend the use of PSA tests to screen for prostate cancer (60). Based 
on low quality evidence regarding the efficacy of PSA screening, the CTFPHC issued a strong 
recommendation against such screening in men under 55 years of age and men over 69 years of age. Based 
on moderate-quality evidence, the CTFPHC made a weak recommendation and suggested men between 55 
and 69 years of age should also not obtain PSA tests (60). A meta-analysis published in the Cochrane 
Database of Systematic Reviews also supports these conclusions, showing that PSA testing did not result 
in reductions in prostate cancer mortality (61). Recommendations for PSA testing made by the US 
Preventive Services Task Force (USPSTF) were similar to those made by the CTFPHC; the USPSTF also 
acknowledged the lack of good quality evidence for PSA testing in men. The USPSTF concluded with 
moderate certainty that there may be a small net-benefit of PSA testing for some men aged between 55 and 
69 years. However, they concluded with moderate certainty that the benefits of PSA testing for men aged 
70 years or older do not outweigh the expected harms (62).   
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Chapter 4 
Theoretical Framework  
Many models or theories propose to explain health behaviour. The Theory of Planned Behaviour 
(TPB) is one such model, and it has been used in public health settings to predict behaviours that are 
susceptible to change (e.g., smoking, drinking, breastfeeding) (63).  
TPB explains the relationships of interest in this thesis. Figure 1 shows a schematic application of 
TPB to R/S (64). R/S is an overarching mechanism that can positively affect the intentions of ATP 
participants to undergo breast, prostate or colorectal cancer screening; this mechanism is depicted in Figure 
1.  
Figure 1: Cancer Screening through the Theory of Planned Behaviour 
 
4.1 Perceived Behavioural Control  
Perceived behavioural control is a component of TPB which considers an individuals’ perception 
of the ease or difficulty involved in performing a behaviour. Perceived behavioural control may be related 
to self-efficacy, or the confidence someone has in whether they will successfully accomplish a behaviour. 
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When intention is combined with perceived behavioural control, TPB states that one can predict the 
initiation of a behaviour. 
The prediction of an actual behaviour using TPB is dependent on whether an individual’s intentions 
and perceived behavioural control remain constant. Changing events or circumstances may alter an 
individual’s intentions or perceptions of behavioural control, thereby altering the predictive capability of 
the model (65). However, an important concept of religion and spirituality is that it remains an unchanging 
constant presence for people who have a strong connection to divinity. The centrality of religion and 
spirituality in an individual’s life can make them less likely to be phased by changing events, therefore, 
having a retained sense of behavioural control to complete cancer screening.   
4.2 Attitudes  
 Attitudes toward a behaviour refers to the extent an individual positively or negatively appraises a 
specific behaviour. Attitudes toward a behaviour considered more favourably will reflect in greater 
intentions to perform a behaviour (63,65). Based on positive religious or spiritual teachings related to the 
preservation of health, individuals already predisposed to R/S may look favourably upon health-promoting 
behaviours, such as cancer screening, providing them the necessary platform for increased intentions to 
follow cancer screening guidelines.  
4.3 Subjective Norms  
Subjective norms refer to the social pressures individuals might feel in terms of whether or not to 
perform a behaviour. Subjective norms are an important component of understanding the processes leading 
to behaviours under the TPB model. These norms are influenced by societal judgements, which are the 
pressures arising from society that impact an individual’s likelihood of performing a behaviour (64). 
Individual beliefs about whether a society deems their behaviour as acceptable will either encourage or 
hinder the performance of the behaviour. Societal judgements can include the common views held by 
members of religious or spiritual communities. In Florida, a program titled “Believe! Breast Cancer 
Prevention through Churches”  is delivered to African American women in church settings, with the support 
  15 
of pastors (66). Church participation lends credibility to the idea of screening, which can increase screening 
behaviour.   
4.4 Intentions  
Central to TPB is the idea of ‘intention to perform’ a behaviour, or the degree of effort an individual 
is willing to exert to perform a behaviour. The theory posits that individuals with stronger intentions to 
perform a behaviour will be more likely to actually go through with the behaviour (65). As mentioned in 
Chapter 2, religion and spirituality include morals and behaviours related to the preservation or maintenance 
of health (6). Through prescribed teachings and religious texts that directly or indirectly promote health, 
religion and spirituality can affect people’s attitudes toward cancer screening.  
Intentions of behaviour, according to TPB, may be influenced by other factors, including perceived 
behavioural control, attitudes and subjective norms; these concepts are described below.  
4.5 Conclusion  
Perceived behavioural control, subjective norms and attitudes are all components of TPB which 
will ultimately influence the intentions of an individual to perform a specific behaviour. The combination 
of attitudes toward a behaviour, subjective norms and perceived behavioural control affect behavioural 
intention. An individual with greater perceived behavioural control and more favourable attitudes toward a 
behaviour and subjective norms should have greater intentions of performing a given behaviour (67).  
R/S serve as a strong overarching force which can motivate aspects of TPB, including attitudes, 
norms, perceived behavioural control and, ultimately, the intentions and actual completion of a behaviour.  
It is reasonable to suggest that the intentions of getting screened for cancer may be positively or negatively 
influenced through R/S.  As religion and spirituality continue to provide a pivotal foundation for many 
Canadians, it is reasonable to suggest that R/S will influence behaviour as suggested by TPB. Through TPB 
this thesis hopes to provide possible mechanisms to help explain how religious or spiritual beliefs may be 
related to the behaviours of Canadians, specifically regarding cancer screening.  
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Chapter 5 
Literature Review 
5.1 Methods  
 
A literature review was conducted to assess the current body of published research on the 
association between R/S and breast, colorectal and prostate cancer screening behaviour. Search terms 
related to cancer screening and R/S (Appendix A) were created for four research databases, with the help 
of a medical librarian: Medline (Pubmed), Scopus, PsycInfo and CINAHL. The search encompassed 
citations published between database inception and November 2019. All retrieved citations were stored and 
organized using Covidence (Veritas Health Innovation, Melbourne, Australia), a web-based application 
designed to manage citation screening in systematic reviews.  
Articles retrieved in the literature search were screened for relevance to the thesis topic at two 
levels, title/abstract and full text. Eligibility criteria included: 1) English language only; 2) primary or 
secondary data analysis; 3) case-series or any study with a comparison group; 4) adults only (18 years of 
age or over); 5) any type of screening as a prevention program for any type of disease (later restricted to 
citations related to colorectal, breast and prostate cancer screening); and 6) any means of measuring religion 
(e.g., attendance, spirituality, etc.). Further, the citations had to report screening behaviour separately for 
any of the screening tests of interest, and also had to contain at least one R/S measure. 
Twenty-eight articles (68–95) (Table 1, Appendix B) passed through both levels of screening and 
the thesis candidate extracted the following data from these articles: author(s), year of publication, study 
type, setting, population, sample size, age range, type of screening behaviour measured, results of the study, 
and type of R/S measures. 
5.2 Results  
 
Twenty-three of the 28 included studies were cross-sectional in design (68,69,72–
76,79,80,83,85,87,88,90–94,96–100). The remaining studies were a cluster randomized controlled trial 
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(RCT) (101), a ‘standard’ RCT (102), a quasi-experimental study (82) and two cohort studies (81,89). Most 
studies used samples from the United States, with the exception of six studies (69,85,97,98,100,103,104). 
The majority of studies were undertaken in specific groups of people: 11 of  21 breast cancer studies were 
conducted in minority populations (68–73,76,79,81,92,93), 19 studies contained women only 
(69,73,81,89,93,97–101,105–112), seven studies included men and women (74,75,80,83,87,90,91), and 
two prostate cancer studies recruited African American males (82,96).  
5.3 Religion/Spirituality Measures  
 
Details of R/S measures used in the literature are described in Table 1. The most common measure 
of R/S was frequency of religious service attendance (75,86,93,102,113–118), and a few studies also 
assessed the frequency of attendance at other religious or spiritual related activities (although these ‘other’ 
activities were not defined (68,93,114–116)); Fox et al. (93) also asked respondents about their spouses’ 
frequency of attendance. Another common measure of R/S was religious denomination or affiliation (Table 
1).  
Many included articles assessed ‘religiosity’ (69,73,79,81,82,86,88,93,118,119), though the 
construct was inconsistently or unclearly defined. In general, most measures of religiosity encompassed 
self-rated assessments of R/S. For example, Othman et al. (97) measured religiosity with nine survey items 
that also captured the importance of religion to an individual. Padela et al. (79) measured religiosity by 
asking participants to rate their agreement with the phrase “I try hard to carry my religious beliefs over into 
all my other dealings in life.” These examples of religiosity (79,97)are similar to religious salience, as both 
capture the relative importance of religion to one’s life. Indeed, Benjamins and Brown (120) measured 
religious salience by asking individuals to directly rate the importance of religion to their lives.  
Three studies examined spirituality (102,121,122). Similar to religiosity, spirituality was measured 
differently between studies. For example, Conway-Phillips & Janusek (121) asked respondents to describe 
the amount by which spirituality pervaded their lives, Katz et al. (102) asked participants about the 
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proximity of their relationship to God, and Ochoa-Frongia et al. (122) measured respondents’ reliance on 
God. 
Locus of control was another R/S variable reported in some studies, and it measured the extent to 
which individuals believed God controlled their health (72,86,113). Such a concept may be similar to 
fatalism, which was measured in two studies (79,123). Padela et al. (79) assessed fatalism specifically 
through two items associated with breast cancer practices; the first item measured whether respondents 
believed cancer was a death sentence, and the second item assessed whether respondents believed that 
health outcomes were inevitable and controlled by God. Othman et al. (123) measured respondents’ belief 
in predestination. Both locus of control and fatalism, while consisting of different terminology in the 
literature, addressed the extent to which individuals believed they had control over their own health 
outcomes. 
Table 1: Measures of R/S in the Literature 
Study 
authors  
R/S Measurement  Description  
Fox et al., 
1998 
-Religiosity  
-Frequency of participation in 
church activities other than 
services  
-Frequency of participation at 
church services  
-Frequency of attendance of 
their spouse or partner at 
services  
-Religiosity  
-Frequency of participation in church activities other than 
services*, attendance at services, and attendance of their spouse 
or partner at services was measured categorically with the 
following options: one month, or more   
-Religiosity was measured categorically with the following 
options: “very or extremely religious” or “somewhat religious 
(neither religious nor non-religious)”  
Kinney et al., 
2002 
-God Locus of Health Control  -God locus of health control was measured with six items using 
six-point scale (1=strongly agree to 6=strongly disagree) – 
higher scores indicate a higher belief in god as a locus of 
control  
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Benjamins & 
Brown, 2004 
-Religious salience  
-Religious denomination  
-Religious salience was measured using the following question: 
“How important would you say religion is in your life; is it very 
important, somewhat important, or not too important?” – higher 
scores indicate higher levels of religious involvement  
-Religious denomination was measured categorically with the 
following options: Protestant, Catholic, Jewish and none.   
Benjamins, 
2006 
-Frequency of religious 
service attendance  
-Religious denomination  
-Religious salience  
-Frequency of religious service attendance was measured with 
the following categories: “More than once a week”, “Once a 
week”, “two or three times a month”, “one or more times a 
year”, or “not at all.”  
-Religious denomination was measured with the following 
categories: Catholic, Evangelical Protestant, Mainline 
Protestant, Jewish, other religion, and non-affiliated.  
-Religious Salience: “How important would you say religion is 
in your life: is it very important, somewhat important, or not too 
important?”  
Husaini et al., 
2008 
-Frequency of participation in 
church organizations  
Frequency of participation in church organizations was 
measured using two items assessing frequency in church 
attendance and frequency in participation in other church 
activities*; all items were based on a three-point scale 
(1=seldom or never participates to 3=frequently participates).  
McFall & 
Davila, 2008 
-Attendance of church 
services  
-Attendance of church services was measured with the 
following categories: Attends or Does not attend  
Katz et al., 
2008 
-Religious affiliation 
-Frequency of church 
attendance  
-Spirituality  
-Religious affiliation was measured with the following 
categories: Baptist, Holiness, Methodist, other or none.  
-Frequency of church attendance was measured with the 
following categories: high (attending church at least weekly), 
moderate (attending church less than weekly), or low (does not 
attend church).  
-Spirituality was measured using three questions assessing the 
frequency women asked God for help, proximity of their 
relationship to God, and extent to which their life had a 
religious purpose; responses to these questions were categorized 
as high, moderate, or low level of spirituality. Women who 
reported that very often they asked God for help in making 
decisions, had a very close relationship with God, and to a  
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  very large extent had a religious purpose for their life were 
labelled as highly spiritual. Women reporting never, seldom, or 
sometimes asking God for help making decisions, less than a 
close relationship with God, and to no or a small extent having 
a religious purpose for their life were labelled as having low 
spirituality. All other women were classified as having a 
moderate level of spirituality. 
Holt et al., 
2009 
-Religious involvement  -Religious involvement was measured using a multidimensional 
approach incorporating a belief dimension involving spiritual 
beliefs and non-observable activities (ie. Feeling a close 
relationship with God, often aware of the presence of God in 
one’s life) and a behavioural dimension characterized by 
observable spiritual behaviours and involving material from 
outside sources (ie. Reading religious materials, attending 
services).  
It was measured with seven items using a four-point scale 
(strongly agree to strongly disagree)  
Steele-Moses 
et al., 2009 
-Religiosity  -Religiosity was measured using the following nine items:  
“My spiritual beliefs are the foundation of my whole approach 
to life.” 
“I rely on God to keep me in good health.” 
“When I am ill, I pray for healing.”  
“I often read religious books, magazines, or pamphlets.” 
“I often watch or listen to religious programs on TV or radio.” 
“I pray often.” 
“I openly talk about my faith with others.” 
“I have a personal relationship with God.” 
“I am aware of the presence of God in my life.” 
The nine items were measured with four-point scales ranging 
from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree.” 
Azaiza et al., 
2010 
-Religious affiliation 
-Level of religiosity*  
-Religious affiliation was measured categorically with the 
following options: Muslim or Christian * 
Hatefnia et 
al., 2010 
-Agreement/disagreement 
with two statements about 
religion and health   
-Agreement/disagreement with the following statements:  
“Trying to keep one’s health is a Muslim responsibility”  
“Spiritual health isn’t separated from physical health”  
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  Agreement/disagreement was measured using a scale ranging 
from (1= disagreement or neutrality” to 3= “strong 
agreement”); religious beliefs were categorized into the 
following groups: low, medium and high. 
Benjamins et 
al., 2011 
-Religious service attendance  -Religious service attendance was measured with the following 
categorical options: at least once a week, nearly weekly, or 
monthly or less.  
Allen et al., 
2012 
-Frequency of church 
attendance  
-Frequency of other activities 
(Related to church) 
-Religious support  
-Spiritual Health Locus of 
Control  
-Religious coping  
 
-Frequency of church attendance and frequency of attendance at 
other church-related activities* was measured with categorical 
responses ranging from “Never” to “Every day”  
-Religious support was measured using two items assessing 
perceived positive religious support from members of the 
church community using a four-point scale ranging from 
“None” to “a great deal.”  
-Spiritual health locus of control was measured using a scale 
assessing the belief that a higher power (ie. God) ahs control 
over one’s health; three items were used to assess active 
spiritual health locus of control (whereby God plays a 
collaborative role in one’s health), and three items were used to 
assess passive spiritual health locus of control (whereby 
respondents do not take protective health actions because they 
believe God is in sole control of their health). All items were 
measured using a four-point scale ranging from “Strongly 
disagree” to “Strongly agree.” 
-Religious coping was measured using two scales to assess how 
people make use of religion to understand and cope with major 
problems in their life; three items were used to measure positive 
religious coping (ie. Benevolent religious methods of 
understanding and managing life stressors) using a four-point 
scale ranging from “Not at all” to “a great deal.”   
Nguyen et al., 
2012 
-Religiosity  -Religiosity was measured using a 20-item Religious 
Orientation Scale on a 5-point scale (1=strongly disagree to 
5=strongly agree); religiosity was measured through three 
aspects: intrinsic, social extrinsic and personal extrinsic 
religiosity  
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Ochoa-
Frongia et al., 
2012 
-Spirituality  -Spirituality was measured by asking respondents, “I rely on 
God to keep me in good health.” Responses were measured 
using a four-point scale from “strongly disagree” to “strongly 
agree.” Responses were then divided into two categories: 
strongly disagree/disagree or agree/strongly agree.  
Othman et al., 
2012 
-Fatalistic beliefs  -Fatalistic beliefs were measured using the Fatalistic Scale 
modified for this study and consisted of four attitudinal items; a 
higher score indicated greater belief in predestination.  
O’Reilly et 
al., 2013 
-Religious affiliation  -Religious affiliation was determined using two questions 
included in the 2001 Census in Ireland. One of the questions 
determined affiliation categorically into the following groups: 
Roman Catholics, four Protestant groups (the Presbyterian 
Church in Ireland, Church of Ireland, Methodist Church in 
Ireland, and Other Christians), and no current religion.  
Conway-
Phillips & 
Janusek, 2014 
-Spirituality  Spirituality was measured using the Spirituality Perspective 
Scale using a 10-item scale assessing a person’s perspective on 
the extent to which spirituality pervades their lives and the 
extent to which they engage in spiritual related interactions; 
each item was rated using a 6-point scale (grater scores 
indicated greater spiritual perspective)  
Brittain & 
Murphy, 2015 
-Religiosity  * 
Leyva et al. 
2015 
-Religious service attendance  -Religious service attendance: “Not including funerals and 
weddings, how often do you attend religious services?”  
Melvin et al. 
2016 
-Religiosity  -Religiosity was measured using three scaled items (ie. It is 
important for me to pray before making decisions about cancer 
screening). No further details were provided.*  
Padela et al., 
2015 
-Religiosity  
-Modesty  
-Perceived religious 
discrimination in healthcare  
-Fatalism  
-Religiosity was measured using four items; one item asked 
respondents to rate their religiosity on a 10-point scale, another 
asked respondents their agreement with the following 
statement, “I try hard to carry my religious beliefs over into all 
my other dealings in life” on a five-point scale, two subscales 
including the positive religious coping and identification 
subscale and the Punishing Allah Reappraisal subscale from the 
PMIR.  
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  -Modesty was measured using eight items assessing behavioural 
and attitudinal components of modesty and was measuring 
using a rated scale.  
-Perceived religious discrimination in healthcare was measured 
using an adapted version of the DMS scale by replacing “other 
people or others” with “non-Muslims” to assess perceived 
religious discrimination.  
-Fatalism was measured using two items associated with breast 
cancer screening practices. 
Sen & 
Kumkale, 
2016  
-Frequency of religious 
attendance 
-Religiosity  
-Locus of control  
-Frequency of religious attendance was measured categorically 
from “Never” to “More than weekly” 
Religiosity was measured using a four-point scaled item (1= 
Not at all to 4=Very). 
-Locus of control was measured using five items; three items 
were regarding passive locus of control using a four-point 
scaled item (1=Often to 4=Never), one item was used to 
measure internal health locus of control on a seven-point scale 
(1=Strongly agree to 7=Strongly disagree), and one item to 
assess a collaborative dimension using a four-point scale 
(1=None to 4=A great deal).  
Dickey et al. 
2017  
-Religiosity  -Religiosity was measured using the Religiosity Scale 
consisting of nine items measured on a four-point scale (1= 
“Strongly disagree to 4= “strongly agree”). A higher score 
indicates greater religiosity.  
Glickasman 
& Glicksman, 
2017 
-Religious affiliation  -Religious affiliation was determined by categorizing 
respondents as Protestant, Catholic, Jewish, Muslim, Buddhist, 
None or Other. However, this publication only conducted 
analyses pertaining to Protestant, Catholic or Jewish affiliations.  
 
Gyedu et al. 
2017  
-Religious affiliation  -Religious affiliation was determined by categorizing women as 
either Muslim or Christian  
Lofters et al. 
2018 
-Religious affiliation  -Religious affiliation was categorized as a three-level variable 
with the following options: Muslim, other affiliation, and 
atheist/no religious affiliation  
Speed, 2018  -Frequency of service 
attendance 
-Religiosity 
-Frequency of service attendance was measured on a five-point 
scale (1= “Not at all” to 4= “At least once a week”) answering 
the following question: “Not counting events such as weddings  
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 -Religious affiliation or funerals, during the past 12 months, how often did you 
participate in religious activities or attend religious services or 
meetings?”  
-Religiosity was measured on a four-point scale (1 = ‘‘Not at all 
religious’’ to 4 = ‘‘Very religious’’) answering the following 
question: ‘‘In general would you say that you are…?’’  
-Religious Affiliation was measured categorically answering the 
following question: ‘‘What is your religion? Specify only one 
denomination or religion even if you are not currently a 
practicing member of that group.’’ – data from the CCHS 
grouped persons into three categories (Muslim, Hindu, Jew) and 
Non-religious. 
* The authors did not provide a clear description of how R/S was measured in their study  
Abbreviations: CCHS= 2012 Canadian Community Health Survey; PMIR=Psychological Measure of Islamic 
Religiousness  
 
5.4 Breast Cancer  
 
Screening behaviours related to breast cancer were most commonly discussed in the included 
studies (68–73,76–79,81,85,86,88,89,92–94,124). Of all the included studies, one contained a nationally 
representative sample recruited from the National Cancer Institute’s 2005 Health Information National 
Trends Survey (74). The majority of the studies were conducted on samples of middle aged or older adults 
(69–71,75–81,83,85–89,92–94,124); this is expected as breast cancer screening guidelines for the general 
population are aimed at women 40 years of age or older. Six studies used samples of adults with ages 
running from 18 years and up (68,72,73,90,100,117); two of these studies sampled African (100) or African 
American (72) women who are known to have higher rates of death from breast cancer. Also, Kinney et al. 
(72) specifically sampled African American women who were known to have a BRCA1 mutation, which 
is associated with an increased chance of developing breast cancer.  
Almost all studies used samples from the United States (68,70–76,79–81,83,86,88,89,92,93). Other 
studies contained participants from Palestine (69), Iran (94), Jordan (77), Ireland (78), Ghana (124) and 
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Canada (85,125). Husaini et al. (70) conducted a study among African American women in the United 
States who were recruited from church and community housing settings. Azaiza et al.’s (69) sample was 
quite different from the samples of other studies because it included women from Palestine whom the 
authors described as living under conditions of war. 
Most studies of breast cancer screening behaviour used published clinical guidelines to assess 
women’s adherence to tests such as mammography and CBE. Some studies asked participants whether they 
performed SBEs. A few studies measured motivation or intention to obtain breast cancer screening (77,92). 
Conway-Phillips & Janusek measured motivation for obtaining SBE, CBE or mammogram, in addition to 
actual screening. Othman et al. (77) measured the intention of obtaining a mammogram instead of actual 
screening.  
Cross-sectional study designs were reported in 21 of the studies (68,69,72–80,83,85,86,88,92–
94,124,125). The remaining study designs were cohort studies (81,89) or studies involving an intervention 
(70,71). Among the cross-sectional studies, 14 found R/S to be a statistically significant predictor of breast 
cancer screening (68,69,72–74,77,78,80,83,85,87,88,92,94,124,126). Many studies reported positive and 
statistically significant associations between R/S and breast cancer screening 
(68,72,74,78,80,83,85,87,88,92), although Azaiza et al. (69) reported the opposite. Azaiza et al.’s results 
could be explained by their unique sample of women from Palestine, who were different in terms of culture, 
setting, and life experience from the other samples of women in the included articles.  
Sen & Kumkale (86) showed that R/S was not a statistically significant predictor of mammography 
in logistic regression analysis; in all models which included religiousness variables, including religious 
attendance, religiosity and locus of control, odds ratios were reported with corresponding confidence 
intervals including one. They (86) also used decision trees to classify women who did and did not obtain 
mammograms. Their results showed that incorporating personality and religiousness into decision trees 
allowed for 22% accuracy in classifying women’s mammography status (either those who had or had not 
received a mammogram). Sen & Kumkale constructed two additional decision trees, one of which contained 
women’s demographic characteristics, and the other which incorporated all attributes of interest in their 
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analysis. The decision tree incorporating personality and religiousness was better able to predict 
mammography than the decision tree based on demographics; however, the ‘all attributes’ decision tree 
was superior to both of the other trees. 
While neither of the two studies which conducted RCTs Husaini et al. (70) and Katz et al. (71) 
found a statistically significant association between R/S and breast cancer screening, both reported positive 
results. Two studies used a longitudinal design to investigate whether R/S influenced breast cancer 
screening. Benjamins (89) used data from the National Cancer Institute’s 2005 Health Information National 
Trends Survey (89) to examine a nationally representative sample of employed and community-dwelling 
Presbyterian older adults residing in the United States. Using logistic regression and two waves of follow-
up spaced two years apart, Benjamins (89) found that different constructs of R/S, including religious service 
attendance, religious denomination and religious salience, were significantly and positively associated with 
mammography and SBE. Steele-Moses et al. (81) also found a statistically significant positive association 
between R/S and breast cancer screening. These results are important as these studies were able to retain 
temporality with the use of longitudinal designs.  
Benjamins (89) also conducted mediation analyses and used participant’s marital status, and self-
rated satisfaction with family and friends, as measures of social support. While the author found no evidence 
of mediation in the study, these measures of social support were not comprehensive. Social support involves 
a complex array of structural and functional components (127). 
Structural social support is a count of the number of people in one’s social network, and a count of 
the number of social activities one joins over the course of a specified timeframe; functional social support 
is the extent to which the people in one’s social network can be counted upon to provide emotional support 
or practical help in times of need.  An individual’s social support cannot be adequately ascertained through 
a limited scope of questions. 
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5.5 Prostate Cancer  
 
Five American studies examined prostate cancer screening behaviour and R/S (75,80,82,83,95) 
(Table 1, Appendix B). Holt et al. (95) conducted their study on African American men whose mean age 
was 57.9 years. Benjamins & Brown (80) studied a sample drawn from the Asset and Health Dynamics 
Among the Oldest old (AHEAD) study, which included non-institutionalized older adults with a mean age 
of 77.3 years. McFall & Davila (75) studied a sample of the elderly from the Longitudinal Study of Aging 
II (LSOA II), with the mean ages for men and women being 74.0 and 74.9 years, respectively. Dickey et 
al. (82) studied a sample of African American men with a mean age of 51 years and recruited from 
Northeastern Florida, and Glicksman & Glicksman (83) studied a large sample of white, Jewish, Catholic 
or Protestant men with a median age of 72 years. Interestingly, Benjamins & Brown (80), McFall & Davila 
(75), and Glicksman & Glicksman (83) contained samples of participants with average ages older than the 
US Preventive Services Task Force’s working guideline for prostate cancer screening (55 to 69 years) (128).  
Of the five studies, only Holt et al. (95) and Dickey et al. (82) were explicit in stating the specific 
types of prostate screening behaviour that were being measured, namely PSA and DRE. Benjamins & 
Brown (80) did not explicitly mention any prostate cancer screening tests, and instead asked participants 
generally whether they had undergone prostate cancer screening in the past two years. Glicksman & 
Glicksman (83) asked participants whether they had undergone prostate cancer screening as recommended, 
although details regarding recommendations were not provided. Similarly, McFall & Davila (75) asked 
participants how long it had been since they were last examined for prostate cancer.  
Four of the five studies exploring prostate cancer screening behaviour were cross-sectional; these 
studies found positive influences of R/S on prostate cancer screening for men (75,80,83,95). Benjamins & 
Brown (80) reported that religious-affiliated men had greater odds of prostate cancer screening than non-
affiliated men. McFall & Davila reported a significant association between church attendance and prostate 
cancer screening (75). Holt et al. (95) showed that while religious beliefs were not a significant predictor 
of DREs, men who engaged in religious behaviours (e.g., attending services or reading religious materials) 
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were more likely to have had a DRE within the past 12 months (DRE utilization ≤12 months, OR: 1.70, 
95%CI: 1.12-2.59).  
Dickey et al. (82) were the only group to explore R/S and prostate cancer using a study design that 
was not cross-sectional. They used a quasi-experimental study of African American men aged 40 years or 
over that included an intervention group consisting of educational materials about prostate cancer and the 
benefits of screening. The men in the control group did not receive any educational materials. Dickey et al. 
(82) showed that a greater proportion of men in the intervention group obtained prostate cancer screening 
after six months, compared to men in the control group; further, religion was correlated  with prostate cancer 
screening (Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient (rs)=0.353, p<0.01).  
5.6 Colorectal Cancer  
 
Five North American studies included in Table 1 Appendix B considered R/S factors and colorectal 
cancer screening (68,74,87,90,91). Three of the five studies included samples of individuals at least 18 
years of age or older (68,74,90). Brittain & Murphy (91) restricted their sample to adults at least 50 years 
old or older. The remaining study by Lofters et al. (87) reported a mean age of 40 years (standard deviation: 
13.9) for their sample.  
All studies were conducted in the United States (68,74,90,91), except for Lofters et al. (87), which 
was undertaken  in Ontario, Canada. Benjamins et al. (90) and Leyva et al. (74) studied the association 
between R/S and colorectal cancer screening on samples taken from a national panel survey of individuals 
affiliated with the Presbyterian Church, and from the National Cancer Institute’s 2005 Health Information 
National Trends Survey, respectively. Allen et al. (68) and Brittain & Murphy (91) recruited participants 
from Boston and an unspecified Midwest city, respectively. 
 All studies assessed specific colorectal cancer screening behaviours, including screening with 
colonoscopy. Brittain & Murphy (91) and Lofters et al. (87) measured adherence to fecal occult blood test 
(FOBT) and colonoscopy, while Allen et al. (68) measured adherence to FOBT and both sigmoidoscopy 
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and colonoscopy; all three of these studies measured adherence to screening tests by asking participants 
whether they were up-to-date with their screening tests. However, Brittain & Murphy (119) also assessed 
adherence by asking participants whether they ‘ever had’ a FOBT or colonoscopy, in addition to 
determining whether they were up-to-date on their testing. Benjamins et al. (90) measured only colonoscopy 
utilization. Leyva et al. (74) measured FOBT and whether participants had a colonoscopy or 
sigmoidoscopy.  
All studies were cross-sectional in design (68,74,87,90,91) and indicated positive associations 
between R/S and colorectal cancer screening. Of these cross-sectional studies, Benjamins et al. (90) and 
Lofters et al. (87) did not detect any statistically significant results to support an association between R/S 
and colorectal cancer screening. While Benjamins et al. (90) found a significant crude association between 
religious service attendance and colonoscopy, this effect was not maintained after controlling for 
confounders. Allen et al. (68), Brittain & Murphy (91) and Leyva et al. (74) detected significant associations 
between R/S and cancer screening. Brittain & Murphy considered both colonoscopy and FOBT, but 
reported a significant association between religiosity and colonoscopy only (91). In addition to finding a 
significant association between religious service attendance and colorectal cancer screening, Leyva et al. 
(74) also conducted mediation analysis and reported that the path between R/S and colorectal cancer was 
partially mediated through social support. They measured social support using three items asking about 
social networks (membership in social networks, emotional support from friends or family, and the extent 
to which one can rely on people living nearby who can offer assistance). Of course, Leyva et al.’s (74) 
results must be tempered by questions about the validity of conducting mediation analyses with cross-
sectional data (129,130).  
Allen et al. (68) detected a significant association between positive religious coping and age 
appropriate cancer screening. The results for Allen et al. (68) were not limited to colorectal cancer only; 
they also explored the association of R/S to screening for breast and cervical cancer. Allen et al. (68) 
reported combined results for colorectal, breast and cervical cancer.  
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5.7 Screening Behaviour Summary  
 
 Overall, 24 studies measured the association between R/S and breast cancer screening (68–
81,83,85–89,92–94,124), and 14 of them were able to detect significant associations (68,69,72–
76,80,81,83,85,87–89,92–94,124). Five studies measured the association between R/S and prostate cancer 
screening, and all of them detected significant associations (75,80,82,83,95). Five studies measured the 
association between R/S and colorectal cancer screening (68,74,87,90,91), and three of them were able to 
detect significant associations (52,56,65). Of the studies that detected statistically significant associations 
between R/S and cancer screening, only Azaiza et al. (69) found a negative association: Palestinian women 
in the West Bank who were more religious had lower odds of screening compared to women who were less 
religious. Breast cancer was the most commonly reported preventive service measured and was also the 
only type of outcome to be included in studies with designs other than cross-sectional.  
5.8 Confounders  
 
The most common potential confounders in the 28 studies included in the literature review were 
age (68,70–75,78–80,82,85–90,92–95,124), education (69,74,75,79–83,85,86,88–90,93–95,124), marital 
status (71,78,80,81,83,85,88,90,93–95,124), income (72–75,80,82,83,85,87–89,94), race 
(71,75,80,85,86,88–90,93), ethnicity (80,89,90,93), gender (75,80,87,90), self-rated health (75,78,80,90), 
socioeconomic status (SES) (70,71,78,92) and health insurance status (73,74,82,83,88–90,93). Additional 
confounders are reported in Table 2, Appendix B. Race and ethnicity were sometimes measured separately 
in different studies (80,90,93).  
5.9 Conclusion  
 
There was a lack of consistency in the definitions, measures, and terminology used to operationalize 
R/S in the literature. For example, some studies assessed R/S through ‘religiosity’ and others through 
‘religious salience.’ While the terminology of the two constructs differs between the studies, the core 
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meaning behind the two terms captured a similar idea: both religiosity and religious salience, as reported 
in Table 2, captured the subjective importance of religion and spirituality in participants’ lives. 
In some cases, the measure of the same R/S variables was not consistent between different studies. 
Continuing with the example of religiosity, the use of different measurement tools between studies limited 
the ability to compare the same concept between different studies. Furthermore, it was unclear how these 
varying definitions of R/S impacted the interpretation of the association with cancer screening. Some 
studies exhibited a lack of clarity in reporting how exactly certain R/S constructs were measured, adding 
further complexity to interpreting the association between R/S and cancer screening. 
Only two studies considered spirituality separately from religion (102,122). Although both studies 
sought to assess the extent to which spirituality was pervasive in people’s lives, they utilized different 
measures of the construct (see Table 1). Overall, the literature revealed that religion and spirituality are 
complex and malleable constructs, and no universally agreed-upon definitions exist. As such, measures of 
R/S vary across studies, and the psychometric properties of some measures are uncertain. 
Most of the literature discussing R/S and cancer screening was cross-sectional in nature, limiting 
readers’ ability to ascertain whether beliefs in R/S preceded cancer screening. Many studies also recruited 
highly select samples, e.g., women from specific minority populations, thereby reducing our ability to 
compare results across studies, and limiting the ability to estimate an average effect of R/S on cancer 
screening. Many of the studies reported positive associations between R/S and cancer screening, though 
these associations did not always reach statistical significance at the 5% level. The median sample size of 
studies reported in Table 1 (Appendix B) consisted of 474 participants (range: 52-32,211). The absence of 
significance might partially be the result of low statistical power because some studies reported small 
sample sizes: three studies reported samples of less than 100 participants (68,82,110), five studies reported 
samples between 100 and 200 participants (73,91,96,97,107) and six studies recruited samples between 200 
and 500 participants (69,81,99,101,108,112). The remaining studies recruited between 550 and 32,211 
participants. One study did not report the sample size (118).  
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Overall, the main limitations of published studies in the field included a lack of clarity and 
consistency in defining R/S constructs, small sample sizes, highly select populations, absence of consistent 
controls for relevant confounders (e.g., social support), and use of cross-sectional study designs. This thesis 
proposes to address these limitations by clearly defining all constructs that will be used as part of the 
analysis, conducting analyses on a relatively large sample obtained from a longitudinal Canadian study, 
increasing the scope of the sample by including middle aged adults (in addition to older adults) regardless 
of sex, race, ethnicity or culture, and controlling for relevant confounders, as informed by the literature 
(including social support). 
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Chapter 6 
Methods  
6.1 Overview of Data  
 
The data for this thesis came from ATP, a longitudinal cohort study designed to investigate risk 
and protective factors for cancer and other chronic conditions such as diabetes or cardiovascular disease 
(1). ATP enrolled participants aged between 35 and 70 years who had no known history of cancer besides 
non-melanoma skin cancer. ATP used mail surveys to collect data, with questions adapted from validated 
tools such as the 2001 California Health Interview Survey (131) for questions regarding mammograms, 
PSA tests and sigmoidoscopy/colonoscopy, the Canadian Community Health Survey (CCHS) (132) for R/S 
related questions, the Canadian National Workshop on Data for Monitoring Tobacco Use (133) for 
questions about tobacco exposure, and the Medical Outcomes Study (MOS) questionnaire (134) for 
questions about social support. 
6.2 Recruitment of Participants into Alberta’s Tomorrow Project 
 
As a sampling frame, ATP used Regional Health Authorities (RHAs) as the prime geographical 
base for recruitment. RHAs are regional administrative units in Alberta that are designed to deliver public 
healthcare to Albertans. RHAs allowed ATP to estimate the distribution of eligible participants from 
Alberta based on age, ensuring a balanced recruitment process across the province. To identify eligible 
participants, ATP employed a two-stage sampling design. Random digit dialing (RDD) was used as the first 
stage, selecting households within the RHAs. The second stage of the sampling design involved selecting 
one or two eligible individuals residing within a household, whether they were related or not. Sampling was 
conducted by the Population Research Laboratory at the University of Alberta (1).  
Individuals recruited through RDD were mailed the self-administered Health and Lifestyle 
Questionnaire (HLQ) at baseline, as well as a detailed consent form. If participants completed and returned 
both the HLQ and consent form, then they were enrolled in ATP (1). Besides age and cancer history, ATP 
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recruited participants who had plans to reside in Alberta for a period of at least one year and who could 
complete questionnaires in English.  
Data for this thesis came from multiple surveys used throughout ATP. Baseline data came from the 
HLQ, which all ATP participants completed. After baseline, this thesis included three follow-up periods 
using four ATP surveys: Survey 04 (S04) at follow-up 1, Survey 08 (S08) at follow-up 2, and either the 
Updated Health or Lifestyle Questionnaire (UHLQ) or Core Questionnaire at follow-up 3. In total, the thesis 
included a maximum of four data points for each participant. However, the exact number of data points 
depended on the calendar date of participant recruitment, as discussed in Section 6.3.  
6.3 Baseline data collection in Alberta’s Tomorrow Project 
 
ATP conducted rolling recruitment of participants, with the first wave of recruitment occurring 
between 2001 and 2003, a second wave between 2004 and 2007, and a third wave between 2008 and 2009. 
Participants enrolled during the second wave did not receive the first follow-up survey, S04, and would 
complete a maximum of two follow-ups after baseline (HLQ, S08, UHLQ/Core [see section 6.4.1]). 
Participants enrolled between 2008 and 2009 did not receive the second follow-up survey, S08, and would 
complete a maximum of one follow-up after baseline (HLQ, UHLQ/Core [see section 6.4.2]). 
The HLQ contained items relating to personal health, reproductive history, family history, 
psychosocial factors, anthropometric measures, use of cancer screening services, smoking behaviour, sun 
exposure and socio-demographic characteristics.  
6.4 Follow-up Questionnaires in Alberta’s Tomorrow Project  
6.4.1 Survey 2004  
 
S04 was the first follow-up questionnaire and it was designed to update information collected at 
baseline for participants who joined ATP between 2000 and 2003. S04 contained additional items about 
lifetime history of shift work, quality of life related to heath, exposure to sun, second-hand smoke, and 
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alcohol consumption. Sources of items in S04 were from large-scale population studies in the USA, such 
as the Medical Outcomes Study (MOS) (134), Non-Hodgkins Lymphoma Study (135), Nurses’ Health 
Study (136), National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey (137), Women’s Health Initiative 
randomized controlled trial (138), and the Women’s Interview Study of Health (139).  
6.4.2 Survey 2008  
 
The second follow-up questionnaire was S08, where participants were invited to update information 
regarding their health and lifestyle. S08 was mailed to participants who were enrolled in ATP between 2000 
and 2007. Therefore, S08 served as the second follow-up for participants enrolled between 2001 and 2003, 
and the first follow-up for participants enrolled between 2004-2008. Participants enrolled between 2008 
and 2009 did not complete S08, but they did complete the HLQ.  
6.4.3 Alberta’s Tomorrow Project and the Canadian Partnership for Tomorrow Project  
 
In 2008, ATP merged with a pan-Canadian cohort called the Canadian Partnership for Tomorrow 
Project (CPTP) (1,2). A number of other Canadian studies joined CPTP, including the BC Generations 
Project in British Columbia (140), CARTaGENE in Quebec (141), the Ontario Health Study in Ontario 
(142), and the Atlantic provinces’ Atlantic Partnership for Tomorrow’s Health Study (Atlantic PATH) 
(143). The purpose of this partnership was to create a larger dataset of individuals by harmonizing data 
collection across the individual studies.  
At the time of the merger, all ATP participants were invited to join CPTP, and those who did 
received the UHLQ or Core as a follow-up survey. Participants who were recruited from Alberta after the 
merger, between 2009 and 2015, completed the UHLQ or Core as their baseline assessment. 
6.4.4 Updated Health and Lifestyle Questionnaire   
The UHLQ contained items asking about participants’ personal and family health histories, health 
check-ups, reproductive health, medication use in the past year, alcohol, smoking, sun exposure, sleep, 
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work and demographic information (1). The UHLQ was based on the HLQ. The Core questionnaire 
contained items asking about participants’ personal and family medical history, current medication use, 
demographic characteristics, cancer screening tests, reproductive health, sleep, sun exposure, food 
consumed, alcohol, smoking, physical activity, work and body measurements (1). 
6.5 Exposure Variables  
 
The main exposure of interest in the thesis was religiosity/spirituality (R/S). R/S was measured via 
three variables in the HLQ at baseline. The first R/S variable, referred to as R/S Salience, asked: “Do 
spirituality values or faith play an important role in your life?” Participants responded “Yes” or “No”. The 
“No” response option was chosen as the reference category for regression analyses.  
The second R/S variable, R/S Perceived, asked about each participant’s self-perceived level of R/S: 
“How religious or spiritual do you consider yourself to be?” Participants could respond: “Not at all”, “Not 
very”, “Moderate” or “Very”. “Not at all” was chosen as the reference category.   
The third R/S variable, R/S Attendance, asked about participants’ religious or spiritual attendance: 
“Other than on special occasions (such as weddings, funerals or baptisms), on average, how often have you 
attended religious services or religious meetings in the past 12 months?” Participants responded: “About 
once a week”, “At least once a month”, “At least 3 or 4 times a year” or “Not at all”.  
Given the rolling recruitment in ATP, the HLQ was updated over the course of the study. As such, 
participants recruited into the study at alternate dates received slightly different versions of the R/S 
Attendance question. For the third version of the HLQ, the question read: “People may practice or express 
their spirituality in many different ways, for example through prayer or meditation, or by attending services 
or gatherings. On average, during the past 12 months how often have you practiced your spirituality in some 
way?” The available responses changed to: “Daily or almost daily”, “At least once a week”, “At least once 
a month”, “At least 3-4 times a year”, “At least once a year” or “Not at all”.  
The response patterns between both versions of R/S Attendance were similar enough to permit 
combination for analysis in the thesis. The categories “Daily or almost daily” and “At least once a week” 
  37 
were collapsed into the category “About once a week” to reflect the responses of the first version of R/S 
Attendance. Therefore, the definitive version of R/S Attendance for this thesis had the following response 
options, “About once a week”, “At least once a month”, “At least 3 or 4 times a year” and “Not at all”. The 
“Not at all” response option was chosen as the reference category.  
Preliminary analysis determined that enough similarity existed between R/S Salience and R/S 
Perceived to permit use of just one of these variables in the thesis (see Appendix C). The contingency table 
(Table 1, Appendix C) shows that individuals who reported religion or spirituality as being important to 
them also tended to report being either moderately or very spiritual/religious, and individuals who did not 
report religion or spirituality as being important to them tended to report being not very, or not at all, 
religious (p<0.0001). Eighty-two percent of individuals who reported being not very, or not at all, 
spiritual/religious for R/S Perceived also reported that they did not identify as spiritual/religious for R/S 
Salience. Ninety-three percent of individuals who reported being moderately or very spiritual/religious for 
R/S Perceived also reported that they identified as spiritual/religious for R/S Salience. Given these findings, 
the thesis candidate used R/S Salience in her statistical analyses instead of R/S Perceived. Indeed, R/S 
Salience was dichotomous and therefore more apt to avoid issues of small cell counts in regression analyses. 
R/S Salience and R/S Attendance were thought to measure inherently distinct aspects of R/S, which 
justified their consideration as separate variables in the thesis. As such, separate regression analyses were 
undertaken for each of these two R/S variables as exposures.  
6.6 Outcome Variables  
 
Outcome variables were breast, colorectal, or prostate cancer screening behaviour, assessed 
longitudinally at each survey point in ATP. Phrasing of the screening questions is shown in Table 2. While 
the wording of the questions differed slightly across ATP’s various questionnaires, the inherent meaning 
and intent of the questions did not change (see Sections 6.6.1 – 6.6.4 below).  
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Table 2: Outcome Variables Across ATP Surveys 
 HLQ S04 S08 UHLQ Core 
Mammography “Have you 
ever had a 
mammogram 
(a breast x-
ray)?” 
“Since you 
joined the study, 
did you have a 
mammogram (a 
breast x-ray)?” 
“Did the 
participant ever 
have a 
mammogram?” 
“Have you 
ever had a 
mammography 
or 
mammogram?” 
“When was the 
last time you had 
a mammogram?” 
Prostate 
specific antigen 
“Have you 
ever had a 
‘Prostate 
Specific 
Antigen’ test 
for prostate 
cancer?” 
“Since you 
joined the study, 
have you had a 
Prostate Specific 
Antigen (PSA) 
test?”  
“Did the 
participant ever 
have a prostate 
specific antigen 
blood test?” 
“Have you 
ever had a PSA 
blood test?” 
“When was the 
last time you had 
a PSA blood 
test?” 
Colonoscopy/ 
sigmoidoscopy 
“Have you 
ever had a 
sigmoidoscopy 
or 
colonoscopy 
done?” 
“Since you 
joined the study, 
have you had a 
sigmoidoscopy?” 
 
“Since you 
joined the study, 
have you had a 
colonoscopy?”  
“Did the 
participant ever 
have a 
sigmoidoscopy?” 
 
“Did the 
participant ever 
have a 
colonoscopy?” 
“Have you 
ever had a 
sigmoidoscopy 
or 
colonoscopy?” 
“When was the 
last time you had 
a 
sigmoidoscopy?” 
 
“When was the 
last time you had 
a colonoscopy?” 
 
 
Abbreviations: HLQ= Health and Lifestyle Questionnaire; S04= Survey 2004; S08= Survey 2008; UHLQ= 
Updated Health and Lifestyle Questionnaire 
 
 
6.6.1 Baseline Outcome Variables 
 
At baseline, all screening questions in the HLQ asked whether participants “ever had” a particular 
type of screening. Response options included “Yes”, “No”, “Don’t know” or “Not applicable”. The thesis 
candidate treated “Don’t know” or “Not applicable” responses as missing values. The “No” response option 
was chosen as the reference category.  
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6.6.2 S04 Follow-up Outcome Variables  
 
The next follow-up questionnaire was S04. The cancer screening variables in S04 asked whether 
participants had undergone breast, prostate, or colorectal cancer screening since the HLQ (Table 3). 
Response options included “Yes”, “No”, “Don’t know”, or “Not applicable”. “Don’t know” or “Not 
applicable” responses were coded as missing values. 
In the HLQ and UHLQ, the colorectal cancer screening variable was only one question asking 
whether participants ever had a sigmoidoscopy or a colonoscopy; in S04, S08, and Core, there were two 
separate questions, one for each test. To remain consistent with the information collected at baseline, the 
two colorectal cancer screening variables in S04, S08, and Core were combined to create a new variable: 
participants who received either a sigmoidoscopy or colonoscopy (or both) were recorded as “Yes” on the 
new combined variable, and participants who did not receive either test were recorded as “No”.   
During S04, participants were also asked whether they had received a virtual colonoscopy. While 
a virtual colonoscopy is a form of colonoscopy available for individuals to undergo as a screening option, 
a virtual colonoscopy is too substantively different from a traditional colonoscopy to be considered as the 
same type of test (144,145). Therefore, the thesis excluded the virtual colonoscopy question.   
6.6.3 S08 Follow-up Outcome Variables  
 
The second follow-up survey for participants in the ATP was S08. The screening questions at S08 
asked whether participants ever had a screening test (Table 3). This was different from S04, where 
participants were asked whether they had engaged in a screening test since the last follow-up period.  
Available answers for participants were “Yes”, “No”, “Maybe” or “Don’t know”.  Participants for 
whom the sex-specific screening questions were not applicable were instructed to move onto the next 
section in the survey. Responses of “Maybe” or “Don’t know” were treated as missing values. 
Since the phrasing of the question asked participants whether they “ever had” a specific screening 
test, the thesis candidate could not accurately assess the incidence of a new screening test since the previous 
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survey period. Therefore, an algorithm was created to determine participants’ screening status between S08 
and their previous survey:  
1. If a participant responded with “Yes” in their previous survey, but “No” at S08, then they were 
recorded as “No” during S08.  
2. If a participant responded with “No” in their previous survey, but “Yes” at S08, then they were 
recorded as “Yes” at S08.  
3. If a participant responded with “No” both in their previous survey and in S08, then they were 
recorded as “No” at S08.  
4. If a participant responded with “Yes” both in their previous survey and in S08, then they were 
recorded as “Yes” at S08.  
A participant’s previous survey can refer to either the HLQ or S04, depending on when they were 
recruited. It should be noted that one cannot be certain whether participants who responded with “Yes” at 
both their previous survey and S08 received a screening test between these two surveys (condition 4 above). 
For the purpose of this thesis, the thesis candidate assumed condition 4 was true.  
6.6.4 UHLQ/Core Follow-up Outcome Variables  
 
The third follow-up period contains data from two surveys, either the UHLQ or Core. Cancer 
screening questions during the UHLQ asked participants whether they ever received a mammogram, PSA 
test, or sigmoidoscopy/colonoscopy (Table 3). Participants were provided with the option of answering 
“Yes”, “No”, or “Don’t know”. “Don’t know” responses were treated as missing values.  
Since the UHLQ inquired about whether participants ever had a screening test, the responses to 
these questions were re-categorized based on participants’ previous screening history, as they had reported 
in the earlier ATP surveys. The algorithm based on the conditions mentioned in Section 6.6.3 above was 
used; in this instance, a participant’s previous follow-up was dependent on their recruitment data and 
whether they received S04 or S08. 
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The Core Questionnaire asked participants about the timing of their last screening test (Table 3), 
rather than whether they ever had a screening test, or whether they received a screening test since the 
previous survey. For each screening question, participants were provided with the options, “Less than 6 
months ago”, “6 months to less than 1 year ago”, “1 year to less than 2 years ago”, “2 years to less than 3 
years ago”, “3 or more years ago”, “Never”, or “Don’t know”. To maintain consistency with the previous 
surveys, responses to these questions were converted into binary answers of “Yes” or “No”. Participants 
who responded with “2 years to less than 3 years ago”, “3 or more years ago” or “Never” were re-
categorized to “No”. Participants who responded with “Less than 6 months ago”, “6 months to less than 1 
year ago” or “1 year to less than 2 years ago” were re-categorized to “Yes”. This categorization assumed 
that ATP participants had at least a two-year gap between S08 and the Core Questionnaire. The assumption 
was necessary because ATP would not release precise survey completion dates due to privacy concerns. 
6.7 Covariates  
 
Covariates were chosen based on commonly reported covariates in the studies retrieved in the 
literature search, provided they were available in the HLQ. The covariates ultimately included in the thesis 
were marital status, education, income, employment status, sex, age, smoking status, self-rated health, 
stress, and social support.  
6.7.1 Marital Status  
 
Marital status included six possible response options: “married”, “divorced”, “not married, but 
living with someone”, “separated”, “widowed”, and “single, never married”. The variable was re-
categorized to include fewer response options: “In a relationship” if participants reported being “married” 
or “not married, but living with someone”; “Not in a relationship” if they reported being “divorced”, 
“separated”, “widowed”, or “single, never married”. The HLQ did not provide participants with the option 
of being in a relationship, but not married or not living together. Therefore, one cannot be certain whether 
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all participants who reported “divorced”, “widowed” or “single, never married” were in a relationship when 
they completed the HLQ. The “Not in a relationship” response option was chosen as the reference category.   
6.7.2 Highest Level of Education Achieved  
 
The HLQ asked about participants’ highest level of education. Participants were provided with nine 
different options: “Did not complete Grade 8”, “Completed Grade 8, but not high school”, “Completed high 
school”, “Some technical school/college training completed”, “Completed technical school/college 
training”, “Some part of university degree completed”, “Completed university degree”, “Some part of post-
graduate university degree completed”, or “Completed university post-graduate degree”. This variable was 
re-categorized by collapsing the original nine options into three: 1) “High school or less” if participants 
originally responded with “Did not complete Grade 8”, “Completed Grade 8, but not high school” or 
“Completed high school”; 2) “Some post-secondary” if participants originally reported “Some technical 
school/college training completed”, “Completed technical school/college training”, or “Some part of 
university degree completed”; and 3) “At least one university degree” if participants originally reported 
“Completed university degree”, “Some part of post-graduate university degree completed”, or “Completed 
university post-graduate degree”. The “High school or less” response option was chosen as the reference 
category.  
6.7.3 Income  
 
Income was determined by asking participants about their total annual pre-tax household income 
in the year before they completed the HLQ. Participants were provided with eleven available options 
ranging from “less than $10,000” to “$100,000 or more”. This variable was re-categorized into a new 
variable with four responses: “less than $40,000”, “$40,000-$69,999”, “$70,000-$99,999”, and “$100,000 
or greater”. The income variable was re-organized in this manner because the proportion of participants 
was relatively equal across the four categories. The “Less than $40,000” response option was chosen as the 
reference category.  
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6.7.4 Sex  
 
Respondent’s sex was determined by asking whether they were male, female, or transgender. The 
dataset contained only one participant who reported being transgender; the thesis candidate removed this 
individual from the analysis to avoid the challenge of low cell counts. Males were chosen as the reference 
category.  
6.7.5 Age  
 
Participants recorded their age at the time they completed the HLQ. The age variable was 
continuous.  
6.7.6 Smoking Status  
 
The HLQ contained several variables related to smoking. To remain consistent with previous 
literature (71), the thesis candidate reduced an eight-level ATP variable into four levels for the thesis. The 
original ATP variable had the following response options: “Daily”, “Occasional/former daily”, 
“Occasional/never daily”, “Occasional/unknown daily”, “Current non/former daily”, “Current non/former 
not daily”, “Current non/former daily unknown”, or “Never”. Participants who reported “Daily”, 
“Occasional/former daily”, “Occasional/never daily”, or “Occasional/unknown daily” were re-categorized 
as “Current smokers”. Participants who reported “Current non/former daily”, “Current non/former not 
daily”, “Current non/former daily unknown” were re-categorized to “Former smokers”. Participants who 
reported having never smoked were classified as “Never smokers”. Participants identifying as “Current 
smokers” were chosen as the reference category.  
6.7.7 Self-Perceived Health Status  
 
Self-perceived health of participants was determined by asking participants whether they thought 
their general health was “Excellent”, “Very good”, “Good”, “Fair” or “Poor”. However, very few 
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participants responded with either “Fair” or “Poor”, so these categories were combined into the “Good/fair” 
category. The “Good/fair” response option was chosen as the reference category.   
6.7.8 Functional Social Support  
 
Nineteen functional social support questions were also included in the HLQ, taken from the 19-
item Medical Outcomes Study-Social Support Survey (MOS-SSS) (134). Question responses were on a 5-
point Likert scale: “None of the time”, “A little of the time”, “Some of the time”, “Most of the time”, or 
“All of the time”. To create an overall social support score for participants (146), response options for each 
social support item were given a numerical value ranging from 1 (“None of the time”) to 5 ( “All of the 
time”). Each participant’s overall social support score was computed by calculating the average score across 
all 19 items on the survey. Lower scores indicated less available functional social support.  
6.7.9 Employment Status  
 
The HLQ asked participants to describe their employment status as “Working full-time”, “Working 
part-time”, “Not employed, but looking for work”, “Homemaker”, “Student”, “Retired”, or “Other”. This 
item was re-categorized to reflect being either “Employed Full-time or Part-time”, or “Other”. Participants 
who originally responded with “Working full-time” or “Working part-time” were re-categorized as 
“Employed full-time or part-time”. Any other response was re-categorized as “Other”. The “Other” 
response option was chosen as the reference category.  
6.8 Analysis  
6.8.1 Exploratory Data Analysis  
 
The analytical sample for this thesis only included participants who answered at least one of the 
R/S questions and at least one of the screening questions. Before any data analysis occurred, the data were 
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cleaned such that cells with blank values or responses such as “Don’t know” or “Not applicable” were 
marked as missing.  
All data were explored descriptively using means, standard deviations, and histograms for 
continuous variables, and bar charts and frequency tables for categorical variables. Baseline analysis using 
chi-square testing was conducted to compare the distributions of R/S Salience and R/S Attendance 
responses by ‘yes/no’ responses to breast, prostate and colorectal cancer screening. In addition, unadjusted 
odds ratios for these baseline comparisons were calculated. All baseline analyses were conducted in SAS 
v9.4 (The SAS Institute, Cary NC). The thesis candidate made no a priori assumptions about which R/S 
variable would be more strongly associated with cancer screening outcomes.  
6.8.2 Regression Modelling  
6.8.2.1 Baseline Regression Modelling  
 Logistic regression was used to model the association between R/S and breast cancer screening. 
R/S Salience and R/S Attendance were analyzed in separate models. The covariates described in Section 
6.7 above were grouped into ‘blocks’ based on similarity. Each block was tested in a separate regression 
model with R/S and screening. The covariate blocks were:  
• Social support, which formed a separate block because of the possibility that it represented the 
mechanism by which R/S influences screening (see Section 3.2 above); 
• Socio-demographic, which included income, education, occupation, age, sex and marital status; 
and  
• Health-related, which included perceived health status and smoking status.  
Baseline cross-sectional models were conducted using the PROC LOGISTIC procedure in SAS v9.4 (The 
SAS Institute, Cary NC).  
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6.8.2.2 Longitudinal Regression Modeling  
Generalized linear mixed modelling (GLMM) was used to model the longitudinal associations 
pertinent to this thesis. All longitudinal models had intercept and time variables as random effects to reflect 
the longitudinal nature of the study objectives, with the only exception being, by definition, 
the Unconditional Means Models (see Section 6.8.4). A random intercept incorporated in the models 
allowed for the between-subject variation present within the outcome to be accounted for. This variation 
resulted from the fact that each participant who was followed-up longitudinally had more than one recorded 
response on the screening variables. R/S Salience and R/S Attendance were used in separate sets of 
regression models. Within each set of models, PSA testing, and sigmoidoscopy/colonoscopy screening 
were analyzed as the outcomes. The covariates were incorporated into the longitudinal modeling in the 
same manner as described in Section 6.8.2.1 above.  
GLMM was used for longitudinal models to handle monotone missing patterns (due to participant 
dropouts) in the outcome variable, with the assumption that missing data were missing at random (MAR). 
To conduct the longitudinal modeling, the GLIMMIX procedure was used in SAS v9.4 (The SAS Institute, 
Cary NC). The thesis candidate implemented the procedure using a binary distribution and a logit link. 
6.8.3 Time  
 
Due to rolling recruitment and differences in the number of surveys completed by each participant, 
the interval between follow-ups was not equidistant across all participants. Therefore, the longitudinal 
analysis was not based on calendar time (dates when surveys were completed), but on chronological order 
according to the number and sequence of completed follow-up surveys. The follow-up time periods for 
participants were identified as “Follow-up 1”, “Follow-up 2”, or “Follow-up 3”, as shown in Table 2.  
Exploratory data analysis of R/S and cancer screening status with respect to time was conducted; 
log-odds trend plots (of screening) were created to capture average cancer screening patterns over time, 
depending on the exposure (see Figures D.1 to D.8, Appendix D). These plots helped visualize the best 
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method of accounting for time as a variable when modeling exposures and outcomes in the longitudinal 
ATP dataset. 
The log-odds trend plots suggested a mix of linear or curve-linear patterns of time. In the case of 
curve-linear trends, we transformed the time variable by taking its square root (√𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒). Our exploratory 
data analyses of the trend plots suggested that the association between R/S Attendance and prostate cancer 
screening would be optimally modeled with a √𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒 trend, while the other relations would be optimally 
modeled with a linear time trend.  
6.8.4 Model Building and Model Selection Process  
 
Seven base models were structured for each exposure variable and cancer screening outcome.  
Model 1: An unconditional means model containing no predictor variables and screening as the outcome. 
Using the unconditional means model, the intra-class correlation coefficient (ICC) was calculated to 
determine how much of the variation in screening behaviour over time was accounted for by the ATP 
participants themselves.  
Model 2: A growth model incorporating the appropriate time-trend variable from Section 6.8.3 above as 
the only independent variable to assess the average effect of participants on cancer screening behaviour 
over time. Models 3 to 7 all incorporated time-trend variables. 
Model 3: The Base Model, consisting of the variables from Model 2 and an R/S variable as the main 
exposure.  
Model 4: In addition to Model 3, this model included social support as the covariate block.  
Model 5: In addition to Model 3, this model included the socio-demographic covariate block, namely 
income, education, occupation, age, sex and marital status.  
Model 6: In addition to Model 3, this model included the health-related block, including perceived health 
status and smoking status.  
Model 7: This model contained Model 3 and each of the covariate blocks described in Models 4-6 above.  
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For cross-sectional models involving mammography, the following criteria determined the models 
of best fit: Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) (lowest value), magnitude of change in the regression 
coefficient estimates for R/S and c-statistic (highest value) (147). BIC was chosen over Akaike Information 
Criterion (AIC) because it leads to a more parsimonious model. With BIC, one is more likely to choose a 
model that balances the fewest number of predictor variables and a greater level of prediction for the 
outcome variable. Since BIC values can decrease as more variables are added to regression models, 
therefore adversely affecting an analyst’s ability to choose the best-fitting model, we also looked at the 
magnitude of change in the parameter estimates for R/S as a second criterion for choosing the best-fitting 
model.  
The magnitude of change criterion involved comparing the parameter estimates of the main effect 
(R/S) variable in Models 4 to 7 with the regression coefficient estimate of the main effect (R/S) variable in 
Model 3. A 10% or greater change in parameter estimate following the addition of a covariate block to the 
base model (Model 3) flagged an important impact on the main effect in question. It should be noted that 
the regression coefficient estimate is referred to synonymously as the log odds ratio (logOR) and is referred 
to as such in the following sections (148).  
The c-statistic is another term for the area under a curve measuring the predictive ability of the 
model. Values of c-statistic can range from 0.50 to 1.00, with higher values indicative of better predictive 
models (149).  
Models with lower BIC values, the greatest change in effect size and higher c-statistic values were 
considered as the best models to represent R/S and mammography screening cross-sectionally. Since SAS 
does not produce the c-statistic in the GLIMMIX procedure, the thesis candidate used the BIC and change 
in effect size criteria to choose the best models for the longitudinal analyses.  
For all regression analyses reported in Chapter 7 below, only Models 3 to 7 are discussed, as these 
are the models including both independent and dependent variables. Only the results of the final models 
chosen using the procedures described above are displayed in Chapter 7; the remaining models are shown 
in Appendices E and F. 
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The thesis candidate sequentially numbered each of the regression models generated in the analysis. 
Table 3 depicts the model numbering.  
Table 3: Outline of Models Discussed 
Base 
Models  
Corresponding model discussed 
in results for R/S Salience  
Corresponding model discussed in results for R/S 
Attendance  
Breast Cancer Screening 
Model 3 Model 1 (Table E.7, Appendix E) Model 6 (Table E.7, Appendix E) 
Model 4 Model 2 (Table E.7, Appendix E) Model 7 (Table E.7, Appendix E) 
Model 5 Model 3 (Table E.7, Appendix E) Model 8 (Table E.7, Appendix E) 
Model 6  Model 4 (Table E.7, Appendix E) Model 9 (Table E.7, Appendix E) 
Model 7  Model 5* (Table E.7, Appendix E; 
Table 6, Section 7.4.2) 
Model 10* (Table E.7, Appendix E; Table 6, Section 
7.4.2) 
Prostate Cancer Screening 
Model 3 Model 11 (Table F.1, Appendix F) Model 16 (Table F.2, Appendix F) 
Model 4 Model 12 (Table F.1, Appendix F) Model 17 (Table F.2, Appendix F) 
Model 5 Model 13 (Table F.1, Appendix F) Model 18 (Table F.2, Appendix F) 
Model 6  Model 14 (Table F.1, Appendix F) Model 19 (Table F.2, Appendix F) 
Model 7  Model 15* (Table F.1, Appendix F; 
Table 7, Section 7.6) 
Model 20* (Table F.2, Appendix F; Table 7, Section 
7.6) 
Colorectal Cancer Screening 
Model 3 Model 21 (Table F.3, Appendix F) Model 26 (Table F.4, Appendix F) 
Model 4 Model 22 (Table F.3, Appendix F) Model 27 (Table F.4, Appendix F) 
Model 5 Model 23 (Table F.3, Appendix F) Model 28 (Table F.4, Appendix F) 
Model 6  Model 24 (Table F.3, Appendix F) Model 29 (Table F.4, Appendix F) 
Model 7  Model 25* (Table F.3, Appendix F; 
Table 8, Section 7.7) 
Model 30* (Table F.4, Appendix F; Table 8, Section 
7.7) 
* Models were chosen as the best representations of associations between R/S and cancer screening 
compared to other listed models  
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Chapter 7 
Results  
7.1 Baseline Descriptive Statistics  
Figure 2: Final Baseline Sample for Thesis 
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After removal of participants with missing data on the two R/S variables and three cancer 
screening variables, 11,977 observations remained at baseline (Figure 2). The mean age of participants 
was 49 years, with a higher proportion of females (56%) compared to males (44%). Most participants 
reported being in a relationship (82%), receiving some post-secondary education beyond high school 
(73%) and engaging in full-time work (64%). Approximately one-third of participants (31%) reported 
yearly incomes over $100,000 and approximately half (52%) reported incomes between $40,000 and 
$99,999. Most participants were either non-smokers (42%) or former smokers (42%). When asked 
about their health status, most participants indicated “very good” (46%), compared to “Good/Fair” 
(31%) or “Excellent” (23%). ATP participants indicated high social support, with a mean score of 4.14 
out of 5 on the MOS-SSS (134). Baseline data on all participants in this study can be found in Table 4.  
Table 4: Sample Characteristics at Baseline 
 Type of Screening 
Variable Sigmoidoscopy/ 
Colonoscopya 
n=11,977 
Mammographyb 
 
n=6,708 
PSA Testc 
 
n=5,014 
R/S Variable 
R/S Salienced, n (%)      
Yes  7976 (66.6) 4922 (73.4) 2913 (58.1) 
No  3996 (33.4) 1785 (26.6) 2097 (41.9) 
Missing  5 1 4 
R/S Attendancee,f, n (%)      
Yes  9143 (76.4) 5447 (81.20) 3523 (70.32) 
No  2830 (23.6) 1261 (18.80) 1487 (29.68) 
Missing  4 0 4 
Covariates    
Age, mean (SD) 48.7 (8.8) 48.4 (8.8) 49.2 (8.9) 
Missing (n) 0 0 0 
Social support, mean (SD) 4.14 (0.77) 4.12 (0.76) 4.17 (0.79) 
Missing (n) 2 1 1 
Smoking Status, n (%)     
Non-Smoker 4498 (42.4) 2612 (44.4) 1842 (41.0) 
Former smoker  4498 (42.4) 2434 (41.44) 1967 (43.8) 
Current Smoker  1571 (14.8) 833 (14.2) 685 (15.2) 
Missing 1368 829 520 
Sex, n (%)    
Female  6710 (56.0) 6708 (100)  
Male   5266 (44.0)  5014 (100) 
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Missing 1 0 0 
Marital Status, n (%)    
In a relationship 9836 (82.2) 5326 (79.6) 4285 (85.5) 
Not in a relationship  2136 (17.8) 1370 (20.4) 726 (14.5) 
Missing 5 2 3 
Income, n (%)    
>=$100,000  3663 (31.3) 1913 (29.4) 1685 34.19 
$70,000-$99,999 2898 (24.8) 1541 (23.6) 1278 25.93 
$40,000-$69,9990 3229 (27.6) 1781 (27.3) 1366 27.71 
<$40,000  1917 (16.4) 1289 (19.8) 600 12.17 
Missing 270 184 85 
Occupation, n (%)    
Working Full-time 7561 (64.2) 3255 (49.4) 4093 82.87 
Working Part-time  1934 (16.4) 1637 (24.8) 276 5.59 
Other 2287 (19.4) 1700 (25.8) 570 11.54 
Missing 195 116 75 
Perceived Health Status, n 
(%) 
   
Excellent 2779 (23.4) 1729 (25.9) 1014 (20.5) 
Very good 5476 (46.1) 3123 (46.8) 2245 (45.3) 
Good/Fair  3629 (30.5) 1824 (27.3) 1699 (34.3) 
Missing 93 32 56 
Education, n (%)    
At least one university 
degree 
3271 (27.3) 1769 (26.4) 1441 28.76 
Some postsecondary 5527 (46.2) 3065 (45.7) 2340 46.70 
Highschool or less  3176 (26.5) 1874 (27.9) 1230 24.55 
Missing 3 0 3 
Abbreviations: R/S=religiosity/spirituality; SD = standard deviation; Ref = reference category; 
PSA = prostate specific antigen  
a The dataset for colorectal cancer screening includes both males and females.  
b The dataset for breast cancer screening includes only females.  
c The dataset for prostate cancer screening includes only males. 
d “Do spirituality values or faith play an important role in your life?”  
e “People may practice or express their spirituality in many different ways, for example through 
prayer or meditation, or by attending services or gatherings. On average, during the past 12 
months how often have you practiced your spirituality in some way?” 
f R/S Attendance was recategorized from a five-level variable assessing participants’ frequency of 
religious/spiritual service attendance, to a binary variable organizing participants into the 
following groups: ‘Yes” and “No.” 
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7.2 Religiosity and Spirituality   
Most participants (58%-67%) indicated they considered religion or spirituality to be important 
to them (R/S Salience). Participants were also active in practicing their religious or spiritual beliefs, as 
over 70% of participants reported attending a religious or spiritual service/meeting (R/S Attendance) 
(Table 4).  
7.3 Cancer Screening Outcomes and their Potential Determinants: An 
Exploratory Analysis  
7.3.1 Breast, Prostate and Colorectal Cancer Screening   
 
At baseline, over half of women reported being screened for breast cancer via mammography. 
Over time, the proportion of women reporting mammography steadily increased to the point where 
95% reported such screening at Follow-up 2 (Table 5). As nearly the entire sample of women reported 
receiving a mammography by Follow-up 2, the thesis candidate questioned the appropriateness of 
modeling data for R/S and breast cancer screening longitudinally. Ultimately, she assessed breast 
cancer screening and R/S status cross-sectionally. 
Regarding prostate cancer screening (Table 5), approximately 65% of men did not report PSA 
testing at baseline. However, the proportion of men reporting PSA testing steadily increased until the 
final follow-up where approximately 65% reported having received a PSA test.  
Compared to both breast and prostate cancer screening, colorectal cancer screening was least 
reported among ATP participants. At baseline, approximately 17% of participants reported receiving 
either a sigmoidoscopy or colonoscopy (Table 5). Also, while the proportions of participants answering 
‘yes’ to breast and prostate cancer screening increased over time, the proportions of participants 
reporting colorectal cancer screening did not display such trends, with increases and decreases observed 
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at different timepoints. However, a slight increase in the proportion of participants who got screened 
for colorectal cancer was evident at the fourth follow-up compared to baseline (Figure 4). 
Table 5: Breast, Prostate and Colorectal Cancer Screening over Time 
 Baseline Follow-up 1 Follow-up 2 Follow-up 3 
 n (%) 
Mammography     
Yes  4636 (69.3) 4687 (75.5) 4951 (95.7) 3327 (95.4) 
No  2056 (30.7) 1523 (24.5) 221 (4.3) 159 (4.6) 
PSA      
Yes  1624 (32.5) 1996 (43.3) 1999 (48.9) 1631 (64.7) 
No  3372 (67.5) 2616 (56.7) 2091 (51.1) 890 (35.3) 
Sigmoidoscopy/Colonoscopy     
Yes  2006 (16.8) 1188 (11.1) 1924 (25.6) 992 (20.0) 
No  9946 (83.2) 9539 (88.9) 5604 (74.4) 3968 (80.0) 
 
 Crude odds ratios for R/S and each cancer screening outcome are provided in Tables E.1 to E.6 
(Appendix E). Regarding R/S Salience, crude ORs and chi-square testing indicated that there was a 
statistically significant association between R/S and breast, prostate and colorectal cancer screening at 
baseline.  
R/S Attendance was a categorical variable with five possible choices ranging from ‘at least 
once a week’ to ‘not at all.’ Bivariate associations revealed that statistically significant differences 
existed between participants with different frequencies of religious or spiritual service attendance and 
all cancer screening outcomes. However, the thesis candidate and her committee questioned the value 
of separating participants into multiple categories of R/S Attendance when any level of attendance, 
compared to no attendance whatsoever, might be a more valuable indicator of R/S than multiple 
attendance levels. 
 In addition, the thesis candidate and her committee considered that multiple response options 
for R/S Attendance may lead to reduced sensitivity in regression analysis, which would manifest in low 
cell frequencies and possible quasi-complete separation of the regression models. 
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Figure 3: Proportion of Participants Reporting Cancer Screening over Follow-up 
 
7.4 Model Selection & Cross-Sectional Analysis of R/S and Breast Cancer 
Screening 
7.4.1 R/S Salience 
 
 Table E.7 in Appendix E shows the five models (Models 1-5) that considered R/S Salience and 
breast cancer screening at baseline. Model 5 with all of the covariate blocks was chosen as the best 
model to represent the association because the BIC value was lowest, the c-statistic was highest and the 
change in logOR for R/S was largest compared to the base model.  
In the best model, the odds of responding ‘Yes’ to the breast cancer screening question at 
baseline were 9% higher for participants who answered ‘Yes’ to R/S Salience, compared to participants 
who answered ‘No’, although the adjusted odds ratio (aOR) was not statistically significant at the 5% 
level, after controlling for covariates (aOR:1.09, 95% CI: 0.93-1.27) (Table 6).  
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7.4.2 R/S Attendance 
 
 Models 6-10 in Table E.7 in Appendix E were considered for the best representation of the 
association between R/S Attendance and breast cancer screening at baseline. For the same reasons as 
described in Section 7.4.1 above, Model 10 with all of the covariate blocks was chosen as the model to 
best represent the association of interest. 
In the best model, the odds of responding ‘Yes’ to the breast cancer screening question at 
baseline was 2% higher for participants who answered ‘Yes’ to R/S Attendance, compared to 
participants who answered ‘No’, after controlling for covariates; although the aOR was not statistically 
significant at the 5% level (aOR:1.02, 95% CI: 0.86-1.21). 
Table 6: Cross-Sectional Logistic Regression Models for Breast Cancer Screening 
Characteristics Model 5: R/S Salience a, b Model 10: R/S Attendance c,d, e 
Odds Ratio 
Estimate 
95% Confidence 
Interval 
Odds Ratio 
Estimate 
95% Confidence 
Interval 
R/S      
No  Ref Ref Ref Ref 
Yes  1.088 0.934-1.268 1.017 0.858-1.205 
Social support      
(continuous) 0.988 0.895-1.090 0.991 0.898-1.093 
Age      
(continuous) 1.236 1.220-1.252 1.236 1.221-1.252 
Sex      
Male  Ref Ref Ref Ref 
Female  1.202 0.977-1.479 1.202 0.977-1.479 
Marital status      
Not in a 
relationship 
Ref Ref Ref Ref 
In a relationship  0.990 0.805-1.216 0.986 0.803-1.212 
Income      
<$40,000 Ref Ref Ref Ref 
$40,000-%69,999 1.093 0.876-1.363 1.090 0.874-1.360 
$70,000-$99,999 1.367 1.080-1.729 1.362 1.076-1.723 
≥$100,000 1.592 1.253-2.023 1.577 1.242-2.004 
Education      
Highschool or 
less 
Ref Ref Ref Ref 
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Some post-
secondary  
1.102 0.926-1.312 1.109 0.931-1.320 
At least 1 
university degree  
1.102 0.894-1.359 1.106 0.897-1.362 
Occupation      
Other Ref Ref Ref Ref 
Working part-
time 
1.236 1.002-1.524 1.234 1.000-1.521 
Working full-time  1.350 1.117-1.631 1.344 1.112-1.623 
Smoking status      
Current Smoker Ref Ref Ref Ref 
Former smoker  1.275 1.035-1.571 1.275 1.035-1.571 
Non-smoker  1.205 0.976-1.488 1.210 0.980-1.496 
Perceived health 
status  
    
Good/Fair Ref Ref Ref Ref 
Very good  0.963 0.812-1.142 0.965 0.814-1.145 
Excellent  0.987 0.809-1.204 0.988 0.810-1.205 
a R/S Salience question: “Do spirituality values or faith play an important role in your life?”  
b Yes (n=3,909), No (n=1,687), 1,111 missing observations 
c R/S Attendance question, as posed to participants originally in the HLQ: “People may practice or 
express their spirituality in many different ways, for example through prayer or meditation, or by 
attending services or gatherings. On average, during the past 12 months how often have you 
practiced your spirituality in some way?”  
d R/S Attendance was recategorized from a five-level variable assessing participants’ frequency of 
religious/spiritual service attendance, to a binary variable organizing participants’ into the 
following groups: ‘Yes” and “No.” Essentially, the original question was changed form asking 
participants the frequency of their religious/spiritual practice, to whether they attend any 
religious/spiritual services at all. 
e Yes (n=3,909), No (n=1,688), 1,111 missing observations  
Abbreviations: ref=reference category  
 
7.5 Longitudinal Model Building for R/S and Prostate and Colorectal Cancer 
 
For the longitudinal analyses, the ICCs indicated that 16% and 89% of the variation observed 
in prostate and colorectal cancer screening, respectively, were attributable to the participants 
themselves, independent of the impact of R/S and covariates.   
For prostate cancer screening, Model 15 (Table F.1) and Model 20 (Table F.2) were chosen as 
the best models for representation of R/S Salience and R/S Attendance, respectively. For colorectal 
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cancer screening, Model 15 (Table F.3) and Model 20 (Table F.4) were chosen as the best models for 
representation of R/S Salience and R/S Attendance, respectively. These models were chosen because 
they produced the lowest BIC values and the largest changes in logORs for R/S compared to the base 
models. 
7.6 Longitudinal Analysis of R/S and Prostate Cancer Screening  
 
Table 7 reports the best models examining the association between a male’s R/S status and PSA 
testing. Model 15 indicated that males who considered religion/spirituality to be important had 10% 
lower odds of getting a PSA test compared to males who did not consider religion/spirituality to be 
important, after controlling for covariates; however, this result was not statistically significant 
(aOR:0.90, 95%CI: 0.63-1.27).  
Model 20 indicated that males who attended religious/spiritual services had 34% greater odds of 
getting a PSA test compared to males who did not attend religious/spiritual services, after controlling 
for covariates; however, this result was not statistically significant (aOR:1.34, 95%CI: 0.92-2.01).  
Table 7: Longitudinal Multivariable Regression Models for Prostate Cancer Screening 
Characteristics 
Model 15: R/S Salience a, b Model 20: R/S Attendance c,d, e 
Odds Ratio 
Estimate 
95% Confidence 
Interval 
Odds Ratio 
Estimate 
95% Confidence 
Interval 
R/S      
No  Ref Ref Ref Ref 
Yes  0.89 0.63-1.27 1.34 0.92-2.01 
Social support      
(continuous) 1.46 1.13-1.89 1.47 1.13-1.91 
Age      
(continuous) 1.47 1.42-1.53 1.49 1.43-1.55 
Marital status      
Not in a 
relationship 
Ref Ref Ref Ref 
In a relationship  1.08 0.61-1.90 1.01 0.56-1.81 
Income      
<$40,000 Ref Ref Ref Ref 
$40,000-%69,999 2.21 1.18-4.14 2.41 1.26-4.63 
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$70,000-$99,999 4.09 2.12-7.95 4.76 2.39-9.50 
≥$100,000 8.52 4.35-16.69 10.39 5.14-21.00 
Education      
Highschool or 
less 
Ref Ref Ref Ref 
Some post-
secondary  
1.78 1.14-2.77 1.85 1.17-2.93 
At least 1 
university degree  
3.77 2.23-6.38 4.10 2.38-7.09 
Occupation      
Other Ref Ref Ref Ref 
Working part-
time 
0.79 0.33-1.89 0.75 0.30-1.87 
Working full-time  1.18 0.64-2.17 1.10 0.59-2.08 
Smoking status      
Current Smoker Ref Ref Ref Ref 
Former smoker  3.31 1.92-5.71 3.56 2.03-6.26 
Non-smoker  3.32 1.89-5.82 3.41 1.91-6.11 
Perceived health 
status  
    
Good/Fair Ref Ref Ref Ref 
Very good  1.15 0.78-1.71 1.14 0.76-1.71 
Excellent  1.50 0.91-2.48 1.47 0.88-2.48 
a R/S Salience question: “Do spirituality values or faith play an important role in your life?”  
b Yes (n=6,435), No (n=7,665), 6,694 missing observations  
c R/S Attendance question, as posed to participants originally in the HLQ: “People may practice or 
express their spirituality in many different ways, for example through prayer or meditation, or by 
attending services or gatherings. On average, during the past 12 months how often have you 
practiced your spirituality in some way?”  
d R/S Attendance was recategorized from a five-level variable assessing participants’ frequency of 
religious/spiritual service attendance, to a binary variable organizing participants’ into the 
following groups: ‘Yes” and “No.” Essentially, the original question was changed form asking 
participants the frequency of their religious/spiritual practice, to whether they attend any 
religious/spiritual services at all.  
e Yes (n=6,426), No (n=7,667), 6,971 missing observations  
Abbreviations: ref=reference category  
 
7.7 Longitudinal Analysis of R/S and Colorectal Cancer Screening  
 
Table 8 reports the best models examining the association between R/S and 
sigmoidoscopy/colonoscopy screening. Model 25 indicated that individuals who considered 
religion/spirituality to be important had 44% greater odds of getting a sigmoidoscopy or colonoscopy, 
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compared to individuals who did not consider religion/spirituality to be important, after controlling for 
covariates (aOR:1.44, 95%CI: 1.12-1.84).  
Model 30 indicated that individuals who attended religious/spiritual services had 56% greater odds 
of getting a sigmoidoscopy or colonoscopy, compared to individuals who did not attend any 
religious/spiritual services, after controlling for covariates (aOR:1.56, 95%CI: 1.19-2.06). 
Table 8: Longitudinal Multivariable Regression Models for Colorectal Cancer Screening 
 
Characteristics 
Model 25: R/S Salience a, b Model 30: R/S Attendance c,d, e 
Odds Ratio 
Estimate 
95% Confidence 
Interval 
Odds Ratio 
Estimate 
95% Confidence 
Interval 
R/S      
No  Ref Ref Ref Ref 
Yes  1.44 1.12-1.84 1.56 1.19-2.06 
Social support      
(continuous) 0.95 0.81-1.12 0.96 0.82-1.13 
Age      
(continuous) 1.16 1.14-1.18 1.16 1.14-1.18 
Sex      
Male  Ref Ref Ref Ref 
Female  1.25 0.97-1.61 1.26 0.98-1.62 
Marital status      
Not in a 
relationship 
Ref Ref Ref Ref 
In a relationship  0.77 0.55-1.09 0.77 0.55-1.08 
Income      
<$40,000 Ref Ref Ref Ref 
$40,000-%69,999 1.29 0.89-1.87 1.29 0.89-1.86 
$70,000-$99,999 2.04 1.37-3.03 2.00 1.35-2.98 
≥$100,000 2.65 1.77-3.87 2.57 1.72-3.84 
Education      
High school or 
less 
Ref Ref Ref Ref 
Some post-
secondary  
1.06 0.80-1.14 1.06 0.98-1.41 
At least 1 
university degree  
1.65 1.18-2.30 1.67 1.19-2.33 
Occupation      
Working part-
time 
1.04 0.71-1.53 1.04 0.70-1.52 
Working full-time  1.11 0.80-1.54 1.12 0.81-1.55 
Other Ref Ref Ref Ref 
  61 
Smoking status      
Current Smoker Ref Ref Ref Ref 
Former smoker  2.67 1.84-3.88 2.66 1.83-3.86 
Non-smoker  2.11 1.44-3.10 2.09 1.42-3.07 
Perceived health 
status  
    
Good/Fair Ref Ref Ref Ref 
Very good  0.63 0.48-0.82 0.64 0.49-0.84 
Excellent  0.54 0.39-0.75 0.54 0.39-0.75 
a R/S Salience question: “Do spirituality values or faith play an important role in your life?”  
b Yes (n=5,271), No (n=24,211), 18,426 missing observations 
c R/S Attendance question, as posed to participants originally in the HLQ: “People may practice or 
express their spirituality in many different ways, for example through prayer or meditation, or by 
attending services or gatherings. On average, during the past 12 months how often have you 
practiced your spirituality in some way?”  
d R/S Attendance was recategorized from a five-level variable assessing participants’ frequency of 
religious/spiritual service attendance, to a binary variable organizing participants’ into the 
following groups: ‘Yes” and “No.” Essentially, the original question was changed form asking 
participants the frequency of their religious/spiritual practice, to whether they attend any 
religious/spiritual services at all. 
e Yes (n=5,271), No (n=24,209), 18,428 missing observations  
Abbreviations: ref=reference category  
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Chapter 8 
Discussion 
8.1 Breast Cancer Screening  
Cross-sectional findings showed that neither R/S Salience nor R/S Attendance were statistically 
significantly associated with mammography (aOR:1.09, 95% CI: 0.93-1.27 [R/S Salience] and 
aOR:1.19, 95% CI: 0.87-1.63 [R/S Attendance], respectively), after controlling for all covariates. The 
breast cancer screening patterns of women in ATP (95% reporting receipt of mammography by the 
conclusion of follow-up) align with the screening patterns of Canadian women aged between 50 and 
74 years, 91% of whom reported having a mammogram in their lifetimes (150). Screening patterns of 
ATP women also suggested good adherence to current CTFPHC guidelines, which recommend a 
mammogram every two or three years for women between 50 and 69 years (151). The high prevalence 
of breast cancer screening among women in ATP, and among Canadian women in general, is likely 
attributable to the success of health promotion campaigns resulting in increased breast cancer awareness 
and screening uptake (152). 
A majority of the articles in the literature review discussed R/S and breast cancer screening, 
and most of the research approached this topic cross-sectionally. Further, much of the literature 
regarding R/S and breast cancer screening showed statistically significant and positive associations. 
While the results of this thesis were not statistically significant at the 5% level, they did support a 
positive association between both R/S Salience and R/S Attendance, and breast cancer screening. 
Perhaps R/S had a minute influence on screening behaviour, but most women in the ATP sample would 
have received mammograms anyway. 
Much of the published literature either did not control for additional covariates or did not 
incorporate the broad set of covariates that the thesis candidate employed in her study. Without 
controlling for all relevant covariates, these published studies may have been subject to residual 
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confounding. Some of the findings in this thesis could have been more muted than what was reported 
in the published literature because the presence of residual confounding in the literature could have 
created false results where none existed, or amplified the magnitude of existing results (153). The 
analyses presented in the thesis are noteworthy because they incorporated a wide array of covariates to 
reduce the impact of residual confounding (see Section 5). 
8.2 Prostate Cancer Screening  
Men who considered R/S to be important had lower odds of reporting PSA testing, while men 
who attended R/S services had greater odds of reporting PSA testing. However, neither association was   
statistically significant after controlling for all covariates (aOR: 0.90, 95% CI: 0.63-1.27 [R/S Salience]; 
aOR: 1.34, 95% CI: 0.92-2.01 [R/S Attendance]). 
The literature review showed that only five studies looked at R/S and prostate cancer; 
furthermore, four of these studies were cross-sectional (75,83,120,154) and included highly specific 
samples (e.g., African American men (82,154), elderly men (75,120) or men of specific religious 
backgrounds (83)). Only Dickey et al. (82) employed a longitudinal design, though their intent was to 
investigate an intervention to improve prostate cancer screening, rather than examine R/S as a primary 
exposure. 
This thesis addressed some of the limitations of the literature by assessing R/S and prostate 
cancer screening longitudinally, while controlling for relevant covariates and using a population-based 
sample. The results of this thesis partially confirm the findings of earlier studies by providing 
longitudinal evidence for a positive association between R/S Attendance and prostate cancer screening. 
Unlike past research, though, the adjusted odds ratio for R/S Salience suggested a negative association. 
This novel finding indicates that different components of R/S can have a differential impact on various 
types of cancer screening in a population-level sample, which is consistent with the multiplicity of types 
of R/S, cancers, and screening mechanisms.    
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8.3 Colorectal Cancer Screening  
Longitudinal analyses of R/S and colorectal cancer screening revealed that both R/S Salience 
and R/S Attendance led to statistically significantly greater odds of ATP participants reporting a 
sigmoidoscopy or colonoscopy, after controlling for all covariates (aOR: 1.44, 95% CI: 1.12-1.84 [R/S 
Salience] and aOR: 1.56, 95% CI: 1.19-2.06 [R/S Attendance], respectively). These results align with 
published evidence from North America (113,115,117,155), including Ontario, Canada (125). 
However, the thesis did not simply confirm these earlier results, but improved upon them. The 
published literature is composed of cross-sectional studies mostly undertaken in select groups (e.g., 
only African Americans (117,155), Hispanic Americans (113), or elderly individuals (115)). This thesis 
extended the published findings to a population-level sample using longitudinal analyses.  
Recent data from 2017 showed that approximately 48% of Canadians between 50 and 74 years 
reported having a sigmoidoscopy or colonoscopy in their lifetime. Most individuals reported 
colonoscopies (87%) over sigmoidoscopies (3%) or both (9%) (150). Compared to all Canadians, 
Albertans in ATP reported less colorectal cancer screening during all survey time points. This is 
noteworthy because colorectal cancer is the third most commonly diagnosed cancer in Canada, and 
estimates anticipate 26,900 new cases in 2020; over half of these cases are expected to occur among 
Canadians who fall within the ages recommended for screening (50 to 74 years) (29). With such a high 
disease prevalence, greater screening rates may reduce the burden Canadians experience as a result of 
the disease. Through R/S venues and settings (e.g., church services, online announcements on church 
websites or after services in the current climate of social distancing), public health officials can promote 
cancer screening inexpensively and without undue effort, while targeting a group of individuals whose 
health-focused belief systems render them amendable to change. Through the use of screening 
messages, delivered via R/S channels, intentions to get screened can increase, leading ultimately to an 
increased likelihood of cancer screening (see Section 8.5 for an elaboration of this point). 
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8.4 Social Support 
Previous literature has explored the influence of social support on the association between R/S and 
cancer screening. To this effect, one of the studies discussed in Section 5.2.4 incorporated mediation 
analysis and found that social support accounted for some yet not all of the association between R/S 
and colorectal cancer screening (117). Chapter 2 of the thesis described how R/S is sometimes regarded 
as a form of social support, and indeed the organizational structures of R/S provide both structural and 
functional elements of social support. Structural social support is the extent to which an individual is 
socially connected (e.g., number of social ties, frequency of participating in events outside the home); 
functional social support is an individual’s perception of the level of emotional or tangible support that 
s/he would have available in times of need (156). This thesis was able to control for functional social 
support, which was assessed in ATP using the MOS-SSS (134).  
Due to the important potential contribution of social support to the impact of R/S on health, the 
discussion in Sections 8.4.1 to 8.4.3 below focuses on how social support may affect the relations 
studied in the thesis. This discussion involved the models for R/S and breast, prostrate and colorectal 
cancer screening that included only social support as a covariate (Models 2 & 7 for breast cancer 
screening; Models 12 & 17 for prostate cancer screening; Models 22 & 27 for colorectal cancer 
screening), which were compared to their corresponding base models to assess the impact of social 
support.  
8.4.1 Breast Cancer Screening  
When social support was added to the base model as a covariate, the regression coefficients, or 
logORs, for both R/S Salience and R/S Attendance did not change substantially (Δ < 10%) (157). The 
lack of change in regression coefficient for the social support model, compared to the base model, 
suggests that the effect of R/S is largely independent from social support.  
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8.4.2 Prostate Cancer Screening  
The regression coefficient for R/S Attendance changed by 9% after adding social support to 
the base model, while the regression coefficient for R/S Salience changed by 15%. Assuming a ±10% 
change indicates a substantive effect, functional social support plays more of a role through R/S for 
men and prostate cancer screening than for women and breast cancer screening (157). 
8.4.3 Colorectal Cancer Screening  
Compared to breast and prostate cancer screening, the addition of social support to the base 
models for both R/S Salience and R/S Attendance, and colorectal cancer, changed the regression 
coefficients by less than 1%. Therefore, R/S may impact colorectal cancer screening independently of 
social support.  
Overall, these results suggest that R/S impacts cancer screening in a way that cannot completely 
be accounted for by social support alone. However, social support is a variable that is relevant to the 
association between R/S and cancer screening. These results mirror Leyva et al.’s findings (117), which 
showed that social support may account for some of the effect of R/S, but that there is still an effect of 
R/S and colorectal cancer screening independent of social support. Future analyses of R/S and cancer 
screening should incorporate social support to account for the effects it may have on behaviour through 
R/S, and may also consider the changing impact of social support on different measures of R/S. In 
addition, the results of this thesis suggested that functional social support may affect certain types of 
R/S more so than others. Future research considering the effects of R/S on screening behaviours 
longitudinally may consider exploring the mediating effects of social support, as well as examining the 
structural, as well as functional, forms of social support (158).  
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8.5 R/S and Screening Behaviour  
Religion and spirituality play an important role in many Canadians’ lives and provide a system 
of beliefs that can impact the motivations and intentions behind health behaviours. TPB was used in 
this thesis to provide a theoretical foundation to help understand how R/S may impact cancer screening 
behaviour. As described in Chapter 4, perceived behavioural control, subjective norms, attitudes and 
intentions are central to TPB (65).  
8.5.1 Subjective Norms & Attitude  
Religion and spirituality can directly affect the attitudes and norms surrounding certain 
behaviours; specifically, R/S can generate positive attitudes and norms toward cancer screening 
practices. For example, colorectal cancer screening remains low for both men and women, perhaps in 
part due to psychological barriers. A study of 2,000 subjects in Singapore (159) identified perceptions 
of pain and embarrassment related to colonoscopy as a disincentive to screening (159). Such 
perceptions may negatively influence the intentions individuals have toward screening. R/S may serve 
as a conduit for positive messaging to help convince people that the benefits of cancer screening 
outweigh the barriers or risks. For example, religious or spiritual leaders (e.g., priests, imams, etc.) may 
be ideal messengers of public health messages pertaining to cancer screening, as they hold positions of 
power and trust, which can be leveraged to deliver messages of self care and spiritual guidance to 
congregants. A study of Islamic community leaders in Indonesia found that religious community 
leaders were willing to provide support for introduction of new vaccines and provide further advocacy 
for immunization as part of an ongoing program (160); this highlights the important role spiritual 
leaders can have as part of public health campaigns aimed at adjusting the negative beliefs and attitudes 
of vaccination within Islamic communities (161–164). Such messages from trusted leaders within a 
community can influence the attitudes of members of a congregation, and adjust the normative beliefs 
surrounding cancer screening behaviour.   
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8.5.2 Perceived Behavioural Control  
The use of public health messaging through religious or spiritual leaders can also help to 
positively influence the perception that congregants have about the control over their ability to get 
screened for cancer, as well as the control they have after receiving a diagnosis. Being a member within 
a religious and spiritual community provides individuals with the physical supports that are required to 
get screened (e.g., help with setting up or getting to appointments), and the emotional support that may 
be needed following a diagnosis. 
8.5.3 Intentions  
R/S, as forces that guide individuals’ motivations for certain lifestyle practices, can be a vehicle 
for encouraging Canadians to get screened for cancer. By targeting subjective norms, attitudes and 
perceived behavioural control, R/S can be an ideal platform for influencing individuals’ intentions of 
getting screened for cancer.  A study by Holt et al. (96) assessed men’s intentions of getting screened 
for prostate cancer in addition to assessing their actual utilization of DREs; this study found statistically 
significant positive associations with both actual utilization of DREs and intentions of booking an 
appointment for a DRE within the next six months. Individuals who prescribe to R/S are already within 
a targetable mindset for increased cancer screening as religious and spiritual beliefs often include 
messages of health and preservation. By encouraging cancer screening through positive messaging 
from trusted sources, individuals’ intentions to obtain cancer screening can increase resulting in 
increased likelihood of actually obtaining cancer screening (65).  
8.6 Implications for Future Research and Policy  
The results of this thesis suggest the need for further investigation to help policy makers and 
researchers better understand whether they can tap into elements of R/S to encourage cancer screening. 
Since the results were equivocal, e.g., mostly positive associations yet not all associations were 
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statistically significant nor large in magnitude, the thesis candidate acknowledges that her findings may 
not be sufficient to support the use of R/S in health promotion activities for cancer screening. However, 
the thesis does not dismiss the potential for R/S in this regard. The pursuit of efforts to increase 
Canadian cancer screening rates is worthwhile in addressing the increasing cancer rates expected in the 
future (29); the results of this thesis provide insight on specific areas where health promotion may best 
be utilized to increase cancer screening among Canadians. Specifically, the results of the literature 
search, combined with the statistically significant positive association between R/S and colorectal 
cancer in the thesis, support the idea that R/S environments may serve as ideal locations for promoting 
colorectal cancer screening. Future research may also consider investigating associations between other 
forms of screening that were not considered in this thesis. As this thesis provides a Canadian context 
for exploration of associations between R/S and cancer screening, future projects may also wish to 
assess feasibility of promotional cancer screening campaigns within Canadian communities.   
Using R/S as a means of promoting cancer screening has been previously explored and has 
shown promising results. For example, a study which obtained information from pastors in seven 
African American churches found that colorectal cancer was a topic pastors felt their congregants did 
not discuss due to a number of perceived barriers, including discomfort, fear and a lack of knowledge 
and awareness. However, the pastors expressed that the church could be used as a social marketer of 
colorectal cancer health promotion and would be an ideal place for interventions to occur (165).  
8.7 Strengths & Limitations 
8.7.1 Strengths  
 
This thesis analyzed the effects of R/S on prostate and colorectal cancer screening 
longitudinally through the use of data from ATP; previous literature (Chapter 5) has mostly consisted 
of cross-sectional studies, which cannot be used to assess temporality between exposures and outcomes. 
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Since religion and spirituality do not operate in a closed-loop fashion to affect cancer screening 
behaviour in isolation from other factors, controlling for relevant covariates is an important component 
of conducting research in the field. The ATP dataset also contained a large number of variables that 
were relevant to R/S and cancer screening, thus permitting the thesis candidate to minimize residual 
confounding. Specifically, this thesis was able to control for relevant covariates that were found to be 
important in the literature search (e.g., social support).  
The ATP data provided a Canadian perspective on R/S and cancer screening behaviour. Of all 
studies reported in the literature review, only one included a Canadian sample, which was cross-
sectional and captured only individuals enrolled within a family practice. Much of the literature was 
based on samples from the United States, where the structure of health care differs greatly from Canada. 
Since Canada’s healthcare system is based on a single-payer public model, cancer screening literature 
from the United States may not easily be transferable to Canada. As Canadians do not typically consider 
cost of health care resources as part of doctor visits, United States-based studies which do not control 
for economic variables may present with residual confounding making generalization of results to the 
Canadian context problematic. The literature search also revealed that the majority of research was 
focused on breast cancer screening; this thesis adds to the body of literature pertaining to R/S and 
prostate and colorectal cancer screening, for which there is limited information.  
8.7.2 Limitations  
 
A limitation of this analysis was that R/S and mammography could not be analyzed longitudinally 
because almost all women enrolled in ATP reported undergoing breast cancer screening at follow-up. 
Also, the ATP recruited participants in Alberta and the applicability of results to other Canadian 
provinces and territories might be restricted.  
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This thesis made several assumptions related to the cancer screening status of participants at follow-
up timepoints. Details regarding how screening status was determined are shown in Section 6.6.3. The 
algorithm required assumptions about the timing of participants’ cancer screening, which may not 
reflect participants’ true screening status. Since the algorithm was developed without the knowledge of 
participants’ true screening status, any errors that occurred were likely to be random, thereby resulting 
in a bias toward the null. 
The exploratory data analysis revealed missing data issues in the outcome and predictor variables 
as well as covariates. The mixed models for prostate and colorectal cancer screening handled monotone 
missing data in the outcome variables using maximum likelihood estimation, which assumes the 
outcome are missing at random. This method handles cases with missing R/S or covariate data by 
ignoring it in the analyses; the estimates produced through this method are less biased than analyses 
which use complete case analysis (CCA) which are known to be severely biased and unreliable (166). 
For models which explored R/S and breast cancer screening, they were conducted using CCA because 
the explored the association cross-sectionally. In addition, potential biases from this removal of 
participants without complete data were likely to be minimal because less than 1% of participants had 
missing exposure or outcome data.       
R/S is a complex construct thought to involve many underlying mechanisms, which are difficult to 
capture through a limited number of questions.  R/S Salience and R/S Attendance are two aspects of 
R/S and do not encompass the whole construct of R/S. Results of this thesis should be interpreted 
specifically for R/S Salience and R/S Attendance, and not for other variables related to religion or 
spirituality. A systematic review on instruments measuring spirituality acknowledged that no gold 
standard for measuring R/S currently exists, although several commonly used scales do exist for 
measuring R/S in clinical research (167). The multiplicity of different R/S measures was also 
acknowledged in Section 5.2.1 of this thesis. The conclusions of this thesis may have differed had the 
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thesis candidate utilized different R/S measures, though she was restricted to the measures available in 
ATP. Future methods research in this area should focus on standardizing the assessment of R/S using 
a limited number of valid and reliable tools.  
8.8 Conclusion  
 
Cross-sectional analysis revealed that R/S was not associated with breast cancer screening for 
women in ATP. Longitudinal analysis revealed that R/S was also not associated with PSA testing 
among men in ATP. However, R/S Salience and R/S Attendance were statistically significantly 
associated with colorectal cancer screening. The results of this thesis provide some evidence that R/S 
is a factor that may influence cancer screening behaviour, which is consistent with the theoretical 
framework of TPB. Religion and spirituality serve as central forces affecting aspects of the individual 
as well as the population, which can influence the intentions of individuals to achieve an outcome.  
The results of this thesis add to the current literature by providing analyses of R/S and cancer 
screening using a population-based sample and assessing associations over time. In addition, numerous 
covariates considered appropriate through examination of the literature were incorporated into the 
analyses to diminish the possibility of residual confounding. This thesis can help to inform future 
research, as it provides a foundation for expanding on concepts related to R/S and cancer screening. 
Also, while the results showed statistical significance between only R/S and colorectal cancer, R/S 
seemed to show positive effects for breast and prostate cancer screening as well; this information may 
be useful to public health officials because cancer screening rates for prostate and colorectal cancer are 
low, while the morbidity caused by these cancers is high. R/S is a promising factor through which 
healthy behaviours, such as cancer screening, may be promoted, as religious or spiritual persons may 
be more likely to undergo screening. Therefore, public health officials may consider launching health 
promotion programs in religious settings to encourage greater cancer screening. 
  73 
Bibliography 
1.  Alberta Health Services. Alberta’s Tomorrow Project Data Access Guidelines and Procedures 
[Internet]. Calgary, Alberta; 2016. Available from: https://www.myatp.ca/wp-
content/uploads/2016/06/ATP-Access-Guidelines-Data-Only-18-April-2016.pdf 
 
2.  Canadian Partnership for Tomorrow Project. The CPTP Cohort | CPTP PORTAL [Internet]. 2017 
[cited 2017 Dec 5]. Available from: https://portal.partnershipfortomorrow.ca/mica/studies 
 
3.  Haber JR, Grant JD, Sartor CE, Koenig LB, Heath A, Jacob T. Religion/spirituality, risk, and the 
development of alcohol dependence in female twins. Psychol Addict Behav [Internet]. 
2013;27(3):562–72. Available from: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23528196 
 
4.  Luczak SE, Prescott CA, Dalais C, Raine A, Venables PH, Mednick SA. Religious factors 
associated with alcohol involvement: Results from the Mauritian Joint Child Health Project. Drug 
Alcohol Depend. 2014;135(1):37–44.  
 
5.  Koenig HG, Cohen HJ. the Link Between Religion and Health: Psychoneuroimmunology and the 
Faith Factor. New York: Oxford University Press, Inc.; 2002.  
 
6.  Koenig HG, King DE, Carson VB. Handbook of Religion and Health. 2nd ed. New York: Oxford 
University Press, Inc.; 2012.  
 
7.  Statistics Canada. National Household Survey [Internet]. Statistics Canada Catalogue no. 99-014-
X2011016. Ottawa; 2011. Available from: http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/nhs-enm/2011/dp-
pd/prof/index.cfm?Lang=E 
 
8.  World Health Organization. Cancer control: Knowledge into action: WHO guide for effective 
programmes - Prevention [Internet]. Who. Geneva, Switzerland; 2007. Available from: 
http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/10665/43575/1/9241547111_eng.pdf 
 
9.  Varela-Rey M, Woodhoo A, Martinez-Chantar M-L, Mato JM, Lu SC. Alcohol, DNA 
methylation, and cancer. Alcohol Res [Internet]. 2013;35(1):25–35. Available from: 
http://www.pubmedcentral.nih.gov/articlerender.fcgi?artid=3860423&tool=pmcentrez&rendertype
=abstract 
 
10.  Bell S, Britton A. An exploration of the dynamic longitudinal relationship between mental health 
and alcohol consumption: a prospective cohort study. BMC Med [Internet]. 2014;12(1):91. 
Available from: 
http://www.pubmedcentral.nih.gov/articlerender.fcgi?artid=4053287&tool=pmcentrez&rendertype
=abstract 
 
11.  Walker RK, Cousins VM, Umoh NA, Jeffress MA, Taghipour D, Al-Rubaiee M, et al. The good, 
the bad, and the ugly with alcohol use and abuse on the heart. Alcohol Clin Exp Res. 
2013;37(8):1253–60.  
 
12.  Trevino KM, Pargament KI, Cotton S, Leonard AC, Hahn J, Caprini-Faigin CA, et al. Religious 
coping and physiological, psychological, social, and spiritual outcomes in patients with 
HIV/AIDS: Cross-sectional and longitudinal findings. AIDS Behav. 2010;14(2):379–89.  
 
  74 
13.  Idler EL, Kasl S V. Religion among disabled and nondisabled persons I: Cross-sectional patterns 
in health practices, social activities, and well-being. Journals Gerontol Ser B Psychol Sci Soc Sci 
[Internet]. 1997;52B(6):S294–305. Available from: 
http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=psyh&AN=1997-38224-009&site=ehost-
live 
 
14.  Koenig HG. Religion, Spirituality, and Health: The Research and Clinical Implications. ISRN 
Psychiatry [Internet]. 2012;2012:1–33. Available from: 
http://www.hindawi.com/journals/isrn/2012/278730/ 
 
15.  Berkman LF. The Assessment of Social Networks and Social Support in the Elderly. J Am Geriatr 
Soc. 1983;31(12):743–9.  
 
16.  Wright K. Social Networks, Interpersonal Social Support, and Health Outcomes: A Health 
Communication Perspective    [Internet]. Vol. 1, Frontiers in Communication  . 2016. p. 10. 
Available from: https://www.frontiersin.org/article/10.3389/fcomm.2016.00010 
 
17.  Koenig HG, George LK, Titus P. Religion, Spirituality, and Health in Medically Ill Hospitalized 
Older Patients. J Am Geriatr Soc [Internet]. 2004;52(4):554–62. Available from: 
http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cgi?T=JS&CSC=Y&NEWS=N&PAGE=fulltext&D=psyc4&AN
=2004-12774-
006%5Cnhttp://linksource.ebsco.com/linking.aspx?sid=OVID:psycdb&id=pmid:&id=doi:10.1111
/j.1532-5415.2004.52161.x&issn=0002-8614&isbn=&volume=52&issue=4&spage=554&date 
 
18.  Ragan AR, Lesniak A, Bochynska-Czyz M, Kosson A, Szymanska H, Pysniak K, et al. Chronic 
mild stress facilitates melanoma tumor growth in mouse lines selected for high and low stress-
induced analgesia. Stress [Internet]. 2013;16(5):571–80. Available from: 
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23688070 
 
19.  Kremer H, Ironson G. Longitudinal spiritual coping with trauma in people with HIV: implications 
for health care. AIDS Patient Care STDS. 2014;28(3):144–54.  
 
20.  Trevino K, McConnell T. Religiosity and Religious Coping in Patients with Cardiovascular 
Disease: Change over Time and Associations with Illness Adjustment. J Relig Health. 
2014;53(6):1907–17.  
 
21.  Gall TL, Bilodeau C. “Why me?” – women’s use of spiritual causal attributions in making sense 
of breast cancer. Psychol Health [Internet]. 2017;32(6):709–27. Available from: 
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/08870446.2017.1293270 
 
22.  Vrinten C, Wardle J, Marlow LA. Cancer fear and fatalism among ethnic minority women in the 
United Kingdom. Br J Cancer. 2016;114(5):597.  
 
23.  Franklin MD, Schlundt DG, McClellan L, Kinebrew T, Sheats J, Belue R, et al. Religious Fatalism 
and its association with Health Behaviors and Outcome. Am J Heal Behav. 2007;31(6):563–72.  
 
24.  Seeman TE, Dubin LF, Seeman M. Religiosity/spirituality and health: A critical review of the 
evidence for biological pathways. Am Psychol [Internet]. 2003;58(1):53–63. Available from: 
http://www.embase.com/search/results?subaction=viewrecord&from=export&id=L36474114%5C
nhttp://linksource.ebsco.com/linking.aspx?sid=EMBASE&issn=0003066X&id=doi:&atitle=Religi
osity/spirituality+and+health.+A+critical+review+of+the+evidence+for+biological+pa 
  75 
25.  Holt CL, Clark EM, Roth DL. Positive and Negative Religious Beliefs Explaining the Religion– 
Health Connection Among African American. Int J Psychol Reli. 2014;24(4):311–31.  
 
26.  Leyva B, Allen JD, Tom LS, Ospino H, Torres MI, Abraido-Lanza A. Religion, Fatalism, and 
Cancer Control: A Qualitative Study among Hispanic Catholics. Am J Heal Behav. 
2014;38(6):839–49.  
 
27.  Hosseini S. The Effect of Religious Participation on Cognitive Function in Middle- and Old-Aged 
Adults: A Sequential Explanatory Mixed Methods Study of the Canadian Longitudinal Study on 
Aging [Internet]. University of Waterloo; 2019. Available from: http://hdl.handle.net/10012/15282 
 
28.  Henry T, Wendy S, Gershon Y. Cancer in Jews: Introduction and overview. Fam Cancer. 
2004;3(3–4):177–92.  
 
29.  Brenner DR, Weir HK, Demers AA, Ellison LF, Louzado C, Shaw A, et al. Projected estimates of 
cancer in Canada in 2020. Can Med Assoc J [Internet]. 2020 Mar 2;192(9):E199 LP-E205. 
Available from: http://www.cmaj.ca/content/192/9/E199.abstract 
 
30.  Canadian Cancer Society’s Advisory Committee. Canadian Cancer Statistics 2018 [Internet]. 
Toronto, ON: Canadian Cancer Society; 2018. 2018. Available from: cancer.ca/Canadian-Cancer-
Statistics-2018-EN%0D 
 
31.  Statistics Canada. Table 13-10-0394-01Leading causes of death, total population, by age group. 
2020.  
 
32.  Canadian Cancer Society’s Advisory Committee. Canadian Cancer Statistics 2019 [Internet]. 
Toronto, ON; 2019. Available from: cancer.ca/Canadian-Cancer-Statistics-2019-EN 
 
33.  Eheman C, Henley SJ, Ballard-Barbash R, Jacobs EJ, Schymura MJ, Noone AM, et al. Annual 
Report to the Nation on the status of cancer, 1975-2008, featuring cancers associated with excess 
weight and lack of sufficient physical activity. Cancer. 2012;118(9):2338–66. 
  
34.  Lahart IM, Metsios GS, Nevill AM, Carmichael AR. Physical activity, risk of death and 
recurrence in breast cancer survivors: A systematic review and meta-analysis of epidemiological 
studies. Acta Oncol (Madr) [Internet]. 2015;54(5):635–54. Available from: 
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.3109/0284186X.2014.998275 
 
35.  Canadian Cancer Society. Side effects of chemotherapy - Canadian Cancer Society [Internet]. 
2017 [cited 2017 Dec 1]. Available from: http://www.cancer.ca/en/cancer-information/diagnosis-
and-treatment/chemotherapy-and-other-drug-therapies/chemotherapy/side-effects-of-
chemotherapy/?region=on 
 
36.  Lee SJ, Schover LR, Partridge AH, Patrizio P, Wallace WH, Hagerty K, et al. American Society of 
Clinical Oncology recommendations on fertility preservation in cancer patients. J Clin Oncol. 
2006;24(18):2917–31.  
 
37.  Dietrich J, Monje M, Wefel J, Meyers C. Clinical Patterns and Biological Correlates of Cognitive 
Dysfunction Associated with Cancer Therapy. Oncologist [Internet]. 2008;13(12):1285–95. 
Available from: http://theoncologist.alphamedpress.org/cgi/doi/10.1634/theoncologist.2008-0130 
 
 
  76 
38.  Canadian Cancer Society. Side effects of radiation therapy - Canadian Cancer Society [Internet]. 
2017 [cited 2017 Dec 1]. Available from: http://www.cancer.ca/en/cancer-information/diagnosis-
and-treatment/radiation-therapy/side-effects-of-radiation-therapy/?region=on 
 
39.  Arruebo M, Vilaboa N, Sáez-Gutierrez B, Lambea J, Tres A, Valladares M, et al. Assessment of 
the evolution of cancer treatment therapies. Cancers (Basel) [Internet]. 2011 Aug 12;3(3):3279–
330. Available from: https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/24212956 
 
40.  Dabrosin C. An overview of pregnancy and fertility issues in breast cancer patients. Ann Med. 
2015;47(8):673–8.  
 
41.  Paus R, Haslam IS, Sharov AA, Botchkarev VA. Pathobiology of chemotherapy-induced hair loss. 
Lancet Oncol [Internet]. 2013;14(2):e50–9. Available from: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1470-
2045(12)70553-3 
 
42.  Rotonda C, Guillemin F, Bonnetain F, Conroy T. Factors correlated with fatigue in breast cancer 
patients before, during and after adjuvant chemotherapy: The FATSEIN study. Contemp Clin 
Trials [Internet]. 2011;32(2):244–9. Available from: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cct.2010.11.007 
 
43.  Nesher L, Rolston KVI. The current spectrum of infection in cancer patients with chemotherapy 
related neutropenia. Infection. 2014;42(1):5–13.  
 
44.  Canadian Task Force on Preventive Health Care. Breast Cancer—Clinician CBE/BSE 
Recommendation [Internet]. 2019. Available from: https://canadiantaskforce.ca/breast-cancer-
clinician-cbebse-recommendation/ 
 
45.  Seely JM, Lee J, Whitman GJ, Gordon PB. Canadian Radiologists Do Not Support Screening 
Mammography Guidelines of the Canadian Task Force on Preventive Health Care. Can Assoc 
Radiol J [Internet]. 2017;68(3):257–66. Available from: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.carj.2016.08.004 
 
46.  Kalager M, Zelen M, F L, Adami H. Effect of Screening Mammography on Breast-Cancer 
Mortality in Norway. N Engl J Med. 2010;363(13):1203–10.  
 
47.  Blanks R, Moss S, McGahan C, Quinn M, Babb P. Effect of NHS breast screening programme on 
mortality from breast cancer in England and Wales, 1990-8: comparison of observed with 
predicted mortality. BMJ. 2000;321:665–9.  
 
48.  Bleyer A, Welch HG. Effect of three decades of screening mammography on breast-cancer 
incidence. N Engl J Med [Internet]. 2012;367(21):1998–2005. Available from: 
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23171096 
 
49.  Voogd AC. The impact of mammography screening on breast cancer incidence. J Comp Eff Res 
[Internet]. 2013;2(2):113–6. Available from: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24236553 
 
50.  Boniol M, Ph D. Effect of Screening Mammography on Breast Cancer Incidence. N Engl J Med 
[Internet]. 2013;368(7):677–9. Available from: 
http://www.nejm.org/doi/abs/10.1056/NEJMc1215494 
 
 
 
  77 
51.  Burt RW, Barthel JS, Dunn KB, David DS, Drelichman E, Ford JM, et al. Colorectal cancer 
screening. J Natl Compr Cancer Netw [Internet]. 2010;7(1):8–61. Available from: 
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/David_Weinberg/publication/259320551_Colorectal_Cancer
_Screening/links/55bf66c308aec0e5f4473850.pdf 
 
52.  Levin B, Lieberman DA, McFarland B, Smith RA, Brooks D, Andrews KS, et al. Screening and 
Surveillance for the Early Detection of Colorectal Cancer and Adenomatous Polyps, 2008: A Joint 
Guideline from the American Cancer Society, the US Multi-Society Task Force on Colorectal 
Cancer, and the American College of Radiology. CA Cancer J Clin [Internet]. 2008;58(3):130–60. 
Available from: http://doi.wiley.com/10.3322/CA.2007.0018 
 
53.  Bibbins-Domingo K, Grossman DC, Curry SJ, Davidson KW, Epling JW, García FAR, et al. 
Screening for Colorectal Cancer. Jama [Internet]. 2016;315(23):2564. Available from: 
http://jama.jamanetwork.com/article.aspx?doi=10.1001/jama.2016.5989 
 
54.  National Cancer Institute. Tests to detect colorectal cancer and polyps [Internet]. 2016 [cited 2017 
Feb 8]. Available from: https://www.cancer.gov/types/colorectal/screening-fact-sheet#q2 
 
55.  Brenner H, Stock C, Hoffmeister M. Effect of screening sigmoidoscopy and screening 
colonoscopy on colorectal cancer incidence and mortality: systematic review and meta-analysis of 
randomised controlled trials and observational studies. BMJ [Internet]. 2014;348(April):g2467. 
Available from: 
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24922745%5Cnhttp://www.pubmedcentral.nih.gov/articlere
nder.fcgi?artid=PMC3980789 
 
56.  Lin OS, Kozarek RA, Cha JM. Impact of sigmoidoscopy and colonoscopy on colorectal cancer 
incidence and mortality: an evidence-based review of published prospective and retrospective 
studies. Intest Res [Internet]. 2014;12(4):268–74. Available from: 
http://www.pubmedcentral.nih.gov/articlerender.fcgi?artid=4214952&tool=pmcentrez&rendertype
=abstract 
 
57.  Zauber AG. The Impact of Screening on Colorectal Cancer Mortality and Incidence: Has It Really 
Made a Difference? Dig Dis Sci [Internet]. 2015 Mar;60(3):681–91. Available from: 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10620-015-3600-5 
 
58.  Jacob BJ, Moineddin R, Sutradhar R, Baxter NN, Urbach DR. Effect of colonoscopy on colorectal 
cancer incidence and mortality: An instrumental variable analysis. Gastrointest Endosc [Internet]. 
2012;76(2):355-364.e1. Available from: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gie.2012.03.247 
 
59.  Espaldon R, Kirby KA, Fung KZ, Hoffman RM, Powell AA, Freedland SJ, et al. Probability of an 
abnormal screening PSA result based on age, race, and PSA threshold. 2014;83(3):599–605.  
 
60.  Bell N, Gorber SC, Shane A, Joffres M, Singh H, Dickinson J, et al. Recommendations on 
screening for prostate cancer with the prostate-specific antigen test. Cmaj. 2014;186(16):1225–34.  
 
61.  Ilic D, Neuberger M, Djulbegovic M, Dahm P. Screening for prostate cancer (Review). Cochrane 
Database Syst Rev. 2013;(1):CD004720.  
 
 
 
 
  78 
62.  US Preventive Services Task Force. Final Recommendation Statement: Prostate Cancer: Screening 
[Internet]. 2018. Available from: 
https://www.uspreventiveservicestaskforce.org/Page/Document/RecommendationStatementFinal/p
rostate-cancer-screening1 
 
63.  Boston University School of Public Health. The Theory of Planned Behavior [Internet]. 2019 
[cited 2020 Apr 4]. Available from: http://sphweb.bumc.bu.edu/otlt/MPH-
Modules/SB/BehavioralChangeTheories/BehavioralChangeTheories3.html 
 
64.  Ajzen I. The theory of planned behavior. Orgnizational Behav Hum Decis Process. 1991;50:179–
211.  
 
65.  Azjen I. Attitudes, Personality, and Behaviour [Internet]. 2nd ed. Berkshire, England: Open 
Univesity Press; 2005. Available from: 
https://psicoexperimental.files.wordpress.com/2011/03/ajzeni-2005-attitudes-personality-and-
behaviour-2nd-ed-open-university-press.pdf 
 
66.  WellFlorida. Churches needed to raise awareness of breast cancer prevention [Internet]. 2012 
[cited 2018 Jan 15]. Available from: http://wellflorida.org/believe/churches-needed-to-raise-
awareness-of-breast-cancer-prevention/ 
 
67.  Mayer KH, Pizer HFBT-HIVP, editors. HIV Prevention: A comprehensive approach [Internet]. 
San Diego: Academic Press; 2009. iii. Available from: 
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/B9780123742353000273 
 
68.  Allen JD, Pérez JE, Pischke CR, Tom LS, Juarez A, Ospino H, et al. Dimensions of Religiousness 
and Cancer Screening Behaviors Among Church-Going Latinas. J Relig Health. 2012;53(1):190–
203.  
 
69.  Azaiza F, Cohen M, Awad M, Daoud F. Factors associated with low screening for breast cancer in 
the Palestinian authority: Relations of availability, environmental barriers, and cancer-related 
fatalism. Cancer. 2010;116(19):4646–55.  
 
70.  Husaini BA, Sherkat DE, Bragg R, Levine R, Emerson JS, Mentes CM, et al. Predictors of breast 
cancer screening in a panel study of African American women. Women Heal [Internet]. 
2001;34(3):35–51. Available from: 
http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cgi?T=JS&PAGE=reference&D=emed5&NEWS=N&AN=20014
28494 
 
71.  Katz ML, Kauffman RM, Tatum CM, Paskett ED. Influence of church attendance and spirituality 
in a randomized controlled trial to increase mammography use among a low income, tri-racial, 
rural community. J Reli Heal. 2008;47(2):227–36.  
 
72.  Kinney AY, Emery G, Dudley WN, Croyle RT. Screening behaviors among African American 
women at high risk for breast cancer:  do beliefs about god matter? Oncol Nurs Forum. 
2002;29(5):835–43.  
 
73.  Nguyen AB, Hood KB, Belgrave FZ. The Relationship Between Religiosity and Cancer Screening 
Among Vietnamese Women in the United States: The Moderating Role of Acculturation. Women 
Health. 2012;52(3):292–313.  
 
  79 
74.  Leyva B, Nguyen AB, Allen JD, Taplin SH, Moser RP. Is Religiosity Associated with Cancer 
Screening? Results from a National Survey. J Relig Health. 2015;54(3):998–1013.  
 
75.  McFall SL, Davila M. Gender, social ties, and cancer screening among elderly persons. J Aging 
Health [Internet]. 2008;20(8):997–1011. Available from: 
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18815409 
 
76.  Ochoa-frongia L, Thompson HS, Lewis-Kelly Y, Deans-mcfarlane T, Jandorf L. Breast and 
cervical cancer screening and health beliefs among African American women attending 
educational programs. Health Promot Pract [Internet]. 2012;13(4):447–53. Available from: 
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21451008%5Cnhttp://hpp.sagepub.com/content/13/4/447.sh
ort 
 
77.  Othman AK, Kiviniemi MT, Wu Y-WB, Lally RM. Influence of demographic factors, knowledge, 
and beliefs on Jordanian women’s intention to undergo mammography screening. J Nurs Sch. 
2012;44(1):19–26.  
 
78.  O’Reilly D, Kinnear H, Rosato M, Mairs A, Hall C. Uptake of Breast Screening is Influenced by 
Current Religion and Religion of Upbringing. J Relig Health. 2013;52(4):1168–76.  
 
79.  Padela A, Murrar S, Adviento B, Liao C, Hosseinian Z, Peek M, et al. Associations between 
religion-related and breast cancer screening among American Muslims. 2015;17(3):660–9.  
 
80.  Benjamins MR, Brown C. Religion and preventative health care utilization among the elderly. Soc 
Sci Med. 2004;58(1):109–18.  
 
81.  Steele-Moses SK, Russell KM, Kreuter M, Monahan P, Bourff S, Champion VL. Cultural 
constructs, stages of change, and adherence to mammography among low-income African 
American women. J Heal Care Poor Undeserved. 2009;20(1):257–73.  
 
82.  Dickey SL, Whitmore A, Campbell E. The Relation among Prostate Cancer Knowledge and 
Psychosocial Factors for Prostate Cancer Screening among African American Men: a 
Correlational Study. AIMS Public Heal. 2018/08/30. 2017;4(5):446–65.  
 
83.  Glicksman GG, Glicksman A. We used to say “Zei gezunt!” (Be well!): Do American Jews still 
exhibit distinctive health behaviors? J Relig Spiritual Aging [Internet]. 2017;29(2–3):97–104. 
Available from: https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-
85016054175&doi=10.1080%2F15528030.2017.1301845&partnerID=40&md5=c33c4bf8b448f5
29e3344f73e10e83a8 
 
84.  Leone LA, Allicock M, Pignone MP, Walsh JF, Johnson L-S, Armstrong-Brown J, et al. Cluster 
Randomized Trial of a Church-Based Peer Counselor and Tailored Newsletter Intervention to 
Promote Colorectal Cancer Screening and Physical Activity Among Older African Americans. 
Heal Educ Behav [Internet]. 2016;43(5):568–76. Available from: 
https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-
84988038805&doi=10.1177%2F1090198115611877&partnerID=40&md5=11343fcc1f7f10ee3b1
6e21d27befe03 
 
 
 
 
  80 
85.  Speed D. Mixed Blessings? Religion/Spirituality Predicts Better and Worse Screening Behaviours. 
J Relig Health [Internet]. 2018;57(1):366–83. Available from: 
https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-85029527469&doi=10.1007%2Fs10943-
017-0493-y&partnerID=40&md5=0a12bdead4d73711ed6f5570386fed2a 
 
86.  Sen CK, Kumkale GT. Who does not get screened? A simple model of the complex relationships 
in mammogram non-attendance. J Heal Psychol. 2015/06/13. 2016;21(12):2838–50.  
 
87.  Lofters AK, Slater M, Vahabi M. Cancer Screening Among Patients Who Self-Identify as Muslim: 
Combining Self-Reported Data with Medical Records in a Family Practice Setting. J Immigr 
Minor Heal [Internet]. 2018;20(1):44–50. Available from: 
https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-84990855030&doi=10.1007%2Fs10903-
016-0508-x&partnerID=40&md5=587484bba270585e44a2f4cc4e476535 
 
88.  Melvin CL, Jefferson MS, Rice LJ, Cartmell KB, Halbert CH. Predictors of Participation in 
Mammography Screening among Non-Hispanic Black, Non-Hispanic White, and Hispanic 
Women. Front Public Heal. 2016/09/23. 2016;4:188.  
 
89.  Benjamins MR. Religious influences on preventive health care use in a nationally representative 
sample of middle-age women. J Behav Med. 2006;29(1):1–16.  
 
90.  Benjamins MR, Ellison CG, Krause NM, Marcum JP. Religion and preventive service use: Do 
congregational support and religious beliefs explain the relationship between attendance and 
utilization? J Behav Med. 2011;34(6):462–76.  
 
91.  Brittain K, Murphy VP. Sociocultural and health correlates related to colorectal cancer screening 
adherence among urban African Americans. Cancer Nurs [Internet]. 2015;38(2):118–24. Available 
from: http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=psyh&AN=2015-07872-
006&site=ehost-live%5Cnkelly.brittain@hc.msu.edu 
 
92.  Conway-Phillips R, Janusek L. Influence of sense and cohereence, spirituality, social support and 
health perception on breast cancer screening motivation and behaviors in African American 
women. ABNF J [Internet]. 2014;25(3):72–9. Available from: 
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25181785 
 
93.  Fox SA, Pitkin K, Paul C, Carson S, Duan N. Breast cancer screening adherence: does church 
attendance matter? Heal Educ Behav [Internet]. 1998/11/14. 1998;25(6):742–58. Available from: 
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9813745 
 
94.  Hatefnia E, Niknami S, Bazargan M, Mahmoodi M, Lamyianm M, Alavi N. Correlates of 
mammography utilization among working Muslim Iranian women. Health Care Women Int. 
2010;31(6):499–514.  
 
95.  Holt CL, Wynn TA, Darrington J. Religious involvement and prostate cancer screening behaviors 
among southeastern African American men. Am J Men’s Heal. 2009;3:214–323.  
 
96.  Holt CL, Wynn TA, Darrington J. Religious involvement and prostate cancer screening behaviors 
among southeastern African American men. Am J Mens Heal. 2009/05/30. 2009;3(3):214–23.  
 
 
 
  81 
97.  Othman AK, Kiviniemi MT, Wu YW, Lally RM. Influence of demographic factors, knowledge, 
and beliefs on Jordanian women’s intention to undergo mammography screening. J Nurs Sch. 
2012/02/22. 2012;44(1):19–26.  
 
98.  O’Reilly D, Kinnear H, Rosato M, Mairs A, Hall C. Uptake of breast screening is influenced by 
current religion and religion of upbringing. J Reli Heal. 2011/11/25. 2013;52(4):1168–76.  
 
99.  Sen CKN, Kumkale GT. Who does not get screened? A simple model of the complex relationships 
in mammogram non-attendance. J Health Psychol [Internet]. 2015;21(12):2838–50. Available 
from: https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-
85000956359&doi=10.1177%2F1359105315587138&partnerID=40&md5=93a869a9a3f32f5d4b3
07f0cfbc75107 
 
100.  Gyedu A, Gaskill CE, Boakye G, Abdulai AR, Anderson BO, Stewart B. Differences in 
Perception of Breast Cancer Among Muslim and Christian Women in Ghana. J Glob Oncol. 
2018/09/23. 2018;(4):1–9.  
 
101.  Husaini BA, Sherkat DE, Bragg R, Levine R, Emerson JS, Mentes CM, et al. Predictors of breast 
cancer screening in a panel study of African American women. Women Heal. 2001/11/16. 
2001;34(3):35–51.  
 
102.  Katz ML, Kauffman RM, Tatum CM, Paskett ED. Influence of church attendance and spirituality 
in a randomized controlled trial to increase mammography use among a low-income, tri-racial, 
rural community. J Reli Heal. 2008/12/24. 2008;47(2):227–36.  
 
103.  Hatefnia E, Niknami S, Bazargan M, Mahmoodi M, Lamyianm M, Alavi N. Correlates of 
mammography utilization among working Muslim Iranian women. Health Care Women Int 
[Internet]. 2010;31(6):499–514. Available from: 
https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-
77952347260&doi=10.1080%2F07399331003725507&partnerID=40&md5=47d420f5a7bda9b12
a43f210a09b8cf4 
 
104.  Lofters AK, Vahabi M, Kim E, Ellison L, Graves E, Glazier RH. Cervical cancer screening among 
women from Muslim-majority countries in Ontario, Canada. Cancer Epidemiol Biomarkers Prev 
[Internet]. 2017;26(10):1493–9. Available from: 
https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-85031703751&doi=10.1158%2F1055-
9965.EPI-17-0323&partnerID=40&md5=b6da3b5b875893623328cb659f916e6e 
 
105.  Melvin CL, Jefferson MS, Rice LJ, Cartmell KB, Halbert CH. Predictors of Participation in 
Mammography Screening among Non-Hispanic Black, Non-Hispanic White, and Hispanic 
Women.(Report)(Author abstract). Front Public Heal. 2016;4.  
 
106.  Allen JD, Perez JE, Pischke CR, Tom LS, Juarez A, Ospino H, et al. Dimensions of religiousness 
and cancer screening behaviors among church-going Latinas. J Reli Heal. 2012/05/24. 
2014;53(1):190–203.  
 
107.  Conway-Phillips R, Janusek L. Influence of sense of coherence, spirituality, social support and 
health perception on breast cancer screening motivation and behaviors in African American 
women. ABNF J [Internet]. 2014;25(3):72–9. Available from: 
https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-
84907399136&partnerID=40&md5=18a7e091a7b9edbc69cbffde4f98cf8a 
  82 
108.  Hatefnia E, Niknami S, Bazargan M, Mahmoodi M, Lamyianm M, Alavi N. Correlates of 
mammography utilization among working Muslim Iranian women. Heal Care Women Int. 
2010/05/13. 2010;31(6):499–514.  
 
109.  Katz ML, Kauffman RM, Tatum CM, Paskett ED. Influence of church attendance and spirituality 
in a randomized controlled trial to increase mammography use among a low-income, tri-racial, 
rural community. J Relig Health [Internet]. 2008;47(2):227–36. Available from: 
https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-43449106487&doi=10.1007%2Fs10943-
008-9159-0&partnerID=40&md5=d5c8ee0123f21e11f48fa1bee546aebf 
 
110.  Kinney AY, Emery G, Dudley WN, Croyle RT. Screening behaviors among African American 
women at high risk for breast cancer: do beliefs about god matter? Oncol Nurs Forum [Internet]. 
2002;29(5):835–43. Available from: https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-
0036618302&doi=10.1188%2F02.ONF.835-
843&partnerID=40&md5=cbb29e732978b1dc6fa5cad59c23ecba 
 
111.  Ochoa-Frongia L, Thompson HS, Lewis-Kelly Y, Deans-McFarlane T, Jandorf L. Breast and 
Cervical Cancer Screening and Health Beliefs Among African American Women Attending 
Educational Programs. Health Promot Pract [Internet]. 2012;13(4):447–53. Available from: 
https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-
84864756503&doi=10.1177%2F1524839910385900&partnerID=40&md5=cdc08ab90e5f05d0e0a
79cb40bfd1062 
 
112.  Padela AI, Vu M, Muhammad H, Marfani F, Mallick S, Peek M, et al. Religious beliefs and 
mammography intention: findings from a qualitative study of a diverse group of American Muslim 
women. Psychooncology. 2016/07/19. 2016;25(10):1175–82.  
 
113.  Allen JD, Pérez JE, Pischke CR, Tom LS, Juarez A, Ospino H, et al. Dimensions of religiousness 
and cancer screening behaviors among church-going Latinas. J Relig Health. 2014;53(1):190–203.  
 
114.  Benjamins MR. Religious influences on preventive health care use in a nationally representative 
sample of middle-age women. J Behav Med [Internet]. 2006;29(1):1–16. Available from: 
https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-33644758487&doi=10.1007%2Fs10865-
005-9035-2&partnerID=40&md5=5f897c9468e46bd9a81b754af308870b 
 
115.  Benjamins MR, Ellison CG, Krause NM, Marcum JP. Religion and preventive service use: Do 
congregational support and religious beliefs explain the relationship between attendance and 
utilization? J Behav Med [Internet]. 2011;34(6):462–76. Available from: 
https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-82755194901&doi=10.1007%2Fs10865-
011-9318-8&partnerID=40&md5=8200df10d3c663ad6c01a42ba99c05e4 
 
116.  Husaini BA, Sherkat DE, Levine R, Bragg R, Van CA, Emerson JS, et al. The effect of a church-
based breast cancer screening education program on mammography rates among African-
American women. J Natl Med Assoc. 2002/02/21. 2002;94(2):100–6.  
 
117.  Leyva B, Nguyen AB, Allen JD, Taplin SH, Moser RP. Is Religiosity Associated with Cancer 
Screening? Results from a National Survey. J Relig Health [Internet]. 2015;54(3):998–1013. 
Available from: https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-
84928740904&doi=10.1007%2Fs10943-014-9843-
1&partnerID=40&md5=1001b655e1c4476da99eddc793ad2af7 
 
  83 
118.  Speed D. Mixed Blessings? Religion/Spirituality Predicts Better and Worse Screening Behaviours. 
J Reli Heal. 2017/09/17. 2018;57(1):366–83.  
 
119.  Brittain K, Murphy VP. Sociocultural and health correlates related to colorectal cancer screening 
adherence among urban African Americans. Cancer Nurs [Internet]. 2015;38(2):118–24. Available 
from: https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-
84924340544&doi=10.1097%2FNCC.0000000000000157&partnerID=40&md5=73d853d37c716
03d2344883a073aee33 
 
120.  Benjamins MR, Brown C. Religion and preventative health care utilization among the elderly. Soc 
Sci Med. 2004;58(1):109–18.  
 
121.  Conway-Phillips R, Janusek L. Influence of sense of coherence, spirituality, social support and 
health perception on breast cancer screening motivation and behaviors in African American 
women. Abnf j. 2014/09/04. 2014;25(3):72–9.  
 
122.  Ochoa-Frongia L, Thompson HS, Lewis-Kelly Y, Deans-McFarlane T, Jandorf L. Breast and 
cervical cancer screening and health beliefs among African American women attending 
educational programs. Heal Promot Pr. 2011/04/01. 2012;13(4):447–53.  
 
123.  Othman AK, Kiviniemi MT, Wu YWB, Lally RM. Influence of Demographic Factors, 
Knowledge, and Beliefs on Jordanian Women’s Intention to Undergo Mammography Screening. J 
Nurs Scholarsh [Internet]. 2012;44(1):19–26. Available from: 
https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-84862794602&doi=10.1111%2Fj.1547-
5069.2011.01435.x&partnerID=40&md5=8d669b9b1fd510bb10a50e4f6c8e80a2 
 
124.  Gyedu A, Gaskill CE, Boakye G, Abdulai AR, Anderson BO, Stewart B. Differences in 
Perception of Breast Cancer Among Muslim and Christian Women in Ghana. J Glob Oncol. 
2017;4(4):1–9.  
 
125.  Lofters AK, Slater M, Vahabi M. Cancer Screening Among Patients Who Self-Identify as Muslim: 
Combining Self-Reported Data with Medical Records in a Family Practice Setting. J Immigr 
Minor Heal. 2016/10/08. 2018;20(1):44–50.  
 
126.  Freund A, Cohen M, Azaiza F. Factors associated with routine screening for the early detection of 
breast cancer in cultural-ethnic and faith-based communities. Ethn Heal. 2019;24(5):527–43.  
 
127.  Wister A, Cosco T, Mitchell B, Menec V, Fyffe I. Development and Concurrent Validity of a 
Composite Social Isolation Index for Older Adults Using the CLSA. 2019;38(2):180–92.  
 
128.  US Preventive Services Task Force. Draft Recommendation Statement: Prostate Cancer: 
Screening - US Preventive Services Task Force [Internet]. 2017 [cited 2017 Dec 19]. Available 
from: https://www.uspreventiveservicestaskforce.org/Page/Document/draft-recommendation-
statement/prostate-cancer-screening1 
 
129.  Maxwell SE, Cole DA, Mitchell MA. Bias in cross-sectional analyses of longitudinal mediation. 
Psychol Methods. 2007;12(1):23–44.  
 
130.  Maxwell SE, Cole DA, Mitchell MA. Bias in cross-sectional analyses of longitudinal mediation: 
Partial and complete mediation under an autoregressive model. Multivariate Behav Res. 
2011;46(5):816–41.  
  84 
131.  UCLA Center for Health Policy Research, California Department of Health Services PHI. 2001 
California Health Interview Survey Adult Questionnaire. Available from: 
http://www.chis.ucla.edu/pdf/CHIS2001_adult_q.pdf 
 
132.  Statistics Canada. Canadian Community Health Survey (CCHS), Questionnaire for Cycle 1.1 
[Internet]. Available from: 
http://www.statcan.gc.ca/cgibin/imdb/p2SV.pl?Function=getSurvey&SurvId=3226&SurvVer=0&I
nstaId=152 82&InstaVer=1&SDDS=3226&lang=en&db=imdb&adm=8&dis=2 
 
133.  Mills C, Stephens T WK. Summary report of the workshop on data for monitoring tobacco use. 
Heal Rep. 1994;6(3):377–87.  
 
134.  Rand Health. Medical Outcomes Study [Internet]. Available from: 
http://www.rand.org/health/surveys_tools/mos/mos_socialsupport.html 
 
135.  Non Hodgkin’s Lymhoma Study Questionnaire [Internet]. Available from: 
http://dceg.cancer.gov/cgibin/QmodSearch.pl?SearchField=2&searchTxtField=lymphoma_study 
 
136.  Nurses Health Study 2002 Questionnaire [Internet]. Available from: 
http://www.channing.harvard.edu/nhs/ 
 
137.  National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey Questionnaire [Internet]. Available from: 
http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/nhanes.htm 
 
138.  The National Institutes of Health, Women’s Health Initiative study [Internet]. Available from: 
http://www.nhlbi.nih.gov/whi/index.html 
 
139.  Women’s Interview Study of Health [Internet]. Available from: 
http://seer.cancer.gov/studies/epidemiology/study15.html 
 
140.  BC Generations Project. The Project [Internet]. 2017 [cited 2017 Dec 5]. Available from: 
https://www.bcgenerationsproject.ca/about/the-project/ 
 
141.  CARTaGENE. Home | CARTaGENE [Internet]. 2016 [cited 2017 Dec 5]. Available from: 
https://www.cartagene.qc.ca/en 
 
142.  Ontario Health Study. About the Study | Ontario Health Study [Internet]. 2017 [cited 2017 Dec 5]. 
Available from: https://www.ontariohealthstudy.ca/en/about-study 
 
143.  Atlantic PATH. Atlantic PATH Study [Internet]. 2017 [cited 2017 Dec 5]. Available from: 
http://atlanticpath.ca/ 
 
144.  Government of Alberta. Virtual Colonoscopy - Topic Overview [Internet]. 2017 [cited 2017 Oct 
3]. Available from: https://myhealth.alberta.ca/Health/Pages/conditions.aspx?hwid=tw10203 
 
145.  Heiken JP, Louis S. CT colonography (‘virtual colonoscopy’): Is it ready for colorectal cancer 
screening? Eur Radiol. 2003;146–8.  
 
146.  RAND Corporation. Social Support Survey Instrument Scoring Instructions | RAND [Internet]. 
[cited 2017 Nov 9]. Available from: https://www.rand.org/health/surveys_tools/mos/social-
support/scoring.html 
  85 
147.  Hosmer DWJ, Lemeshow S, Cook ED. Applied Logistic Regression, Second Edition: Book and 
Solutions Manual Set. 2nd ed. Wiley-Interscience; 2001.  
 
148.  UCLA: Statistical Consulting Group. FAQ: How do I interpret odds ratios in logistic regression? 
[Internet]. 2020. Available from: https://stats.idre.ucla.edu/other/mult-pkg/faq/general/faq-how-
do-i-interpret-odds-ratios-in-logistic-regression/ 
 
149.  Boston University. The c statistic [Internet]. 2009 [cited 2020 Apr 17]. Available from: 
https://www.coursehero.com/file/p3298hu/The-C-statistic-The-C-statistic-which-is-also-called-
the-AUC-or-area-under-the/ 
 
150.  Statistics Canada. Health Fact Sheets: Cancer Screening, 2017 [Internet]. 2018. Available from: 
https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/n1/pub/82-625-x/2018001/article/54977-eng.htm 
 
151.  Canadian Task Force on Preventive Health Care. Breast Cancer Update (2018) [Internet]. 2019. 
Available from: https://canadiantaskforce.ca/guidelines/published-guidelines/breast-cancer-update/ 
 
152.  Agide FD, Sadeghi R, Garmaroudi G, Tigabu BM. A systematic review of health promotion 
interventions to increase breast cancer screening uptake: from the last 12 years. Eur J Public 
Health [Internet]. 2018 Dec 1;28(6):1149–55. Available from: 
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/29351597 
 
153.  Boston University School of Public Health. Residual Confounding, Confounding by Indication, & 
Reverse Causality [Internet]. 2016. Available from: http://sphweb.bumc.bu.edu/otlt/MPH-
Modules/BS/BS704-EP713_Confounding-EM/BS704-EP713_Confounding-EM4.html 
 
154.  Holt CL, Litaker MS, Scarinci IC, Debnam KJ, McDavid C, McNeal SF, et al. Spiritually based 
intervention to increase colorectal cancer screening among African Americans: Screening and 
theory-based outcomes from a randomized trial. Heal Educ Behav [Internet]. 2012;40(4):458–68. 
Available from: 
http://ep.fjernadgang.kb.dk/login?url=http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cgi?T=JS&CSC=Y&NEW
S=N&PAGE=fulltext&D=psyc10&AN=2013-26121-010%5Cnhttp://e-
tidsskrifter.kb.dk/resolve?sid=OVID:psycdb&id=pmid:&id=doi:10.1177%2F1090198112459651
&issn=1090-1981&isbn=&volu 
 
155.  Brittain K, Murphy VP. Sociocultural and health correlates related to colorectal cancer screening 
adherence among urban African Americans. Cancer Nurs. 2014/05/20. 2015;38(2):118–24.  
 
156.  Barrera Jr. M. Distinctions between social support concepts, measures, and models. Am J 
Community Psychol [Internet]. 1986 Aug 1;14(4):413–45. Available from: 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00922627 
 
157.  Lee PH. Is a cutoff of 10% appropriate for the change-in-estimate criterion of confounder 
identification? J Epidemiol [Internet]. 2013/12/07. 2014;24(2):161–7. Available from: 
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/24317343 
 
158.  Hayes AF, Rockwood NJ. Conditional Process Analysis: Concepts, Computation, and Advances in 
the Modeling of the Contingencies of Mechanisms. Am Behav Sci [Internet]. 2019 Jul 
17;64(1):19–54. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764219859633 
 
 
  86 
159.  Wong RK, Wong ML, Chan YH, Feng Z, Wai CT, Yeoh KG. Gender differences in predictors of 
colorectal cancer screening uptake: a national cross sectional study based on the health belief 
model. BMC Public Health [Internet]. 2013;13(1):677. Available from: 
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-13-677 
 
160.  Padmawati RS, Heywood A, Sitaresmi MN, Atthobari J, MacIntyre CR, Soenarto Y, et al. 
Religious and community leaders’ acceptance of rotavirus vaccine introduction in Yogyakarta, 
Indonesia: a qualitative study. BMC Public Health [Internet]. 2019;19(1):368. Available from: 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-019-6706-4 
 
161.  Pelčić G, Karačić S, Mikirtichan GL, Kubar OI, Leavitt FJ, Cheng-Tek Tai M, et al. Religious 
exception for vaccination or religious excuses for avoiding vaccination. Croat Med J [Internet]. 
2016 Oct 31;57(5):516–21. Available from: https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/27815943 
 
162.  Hamdi S. The impact of teachings on sexuality in Islam on HPV vaccine acceptability in the 
Middle East and North Africa region. J Epidemiol Glob Health [Internet]. 2018;7(S1):S17–22. 
Available from: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jegh.2018.02.003 
 
163.  Sulaiman KO. An Assessment of Muslims’ Reactions to The Immunization of Children ni 
Northern Nigeria. Med J Islam World Acad Sci [Internet]. 2014;22(3):123–32. Available from: 
https://dx.doi.org/ 
 
164.  Ahmed A, Lee KS, Bukhsh A, Al-Worafi YM, Sarker MMR, Ming LC, et al. Outbreak of vaccine-
preventable diseases in Muslim majority countries. J Infect Public Health [Internet]. 
2018;11(2):153–5. Available from: 
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1876034117302411 
 
165.  Lumpkins CY, Coffey CR, Daley CM, Greiner KA. Employing the church as a marketer of cancer 
prevention: A look at a health promotion project aimed to reduce colorectal cancer among african 
americans in the midwest. Fam Community Heal [Internet]. 2013;36(3):215–23. Available from: 
https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-
84880215242&doi=10.1097%2FFCH.0b013e31829159ed&partnerID=40&md5=5cfc2b8d301d92
f68c32a1093671fde9 
 
166.  Schafer JL, Graham JW. Missing data: Our view of the state of the art. Vol. 7, Psychological 
Methods. Schafer, Joseph L.: Pennsylvania State U, The Methodology Ctr, Henderson S-159, 
University Park, PA, US, 16802, jls@stat.psu.edu: American Psychological Association; 2002. p. 
147–77.  
 
167.  Monod S, Brennan M, Rochat E, Martin E, Rochat S, Büla CJ. Instruments measuring spirituality 
in clinical research: a systematic review. J Gen Intern Med [Internet]. 2011/07/02. 2011 
Nov;26(11):1345–57. Available from: https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21725695 
  
  87 
Appendix A 
Search Strategies for the Literature Search  
PubMed Search Strategy: 
1. religi*[Title/Abstract] 
2. religion[MeSH Terms] 
3. spirit*[Title/Abstract] 
4. spirituality[MeSH Terms] 
5. spiritual therapies[MeSH Terms] 
6. faith healing [MeSH Terms] 
7. cancer screening[Title/Abstract]  
8. mass screening [Title/Abstract] 
9. Early Detection of Cancer [MeSH]  
10. Mammogra*[Title/Abstract] 
11. clinical breast exam[Title/Abstract] 
12. breast exam* [Title/Abstract] 
13. breast cancer*[Title/Abstract] 
14. breast neoplasms[MeSH Terms])  
15. prostate cancer* [Title/Abstract] 
16. prostate neoplasms [MeSH] 
17. prostate exam* [Title/Abstract] 
18. prostate specific antigen [Title/Abstract] 
19. psa test [Title/Abstract] 
20. colorectal cancer*[Title/Abstract]  
21. colorectal neoplasms[MeSH Terms] 
22. colonoscop*[Title/Abstract] 
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23. colonoscopy[MeSH Terms] 
24. 1 OR 2 OR 3 OR 4 OR 5 OR 6  
25. 8 OR 9 OR 10 OR 11 OR 12 OR 13 OR 14 OR 15 OR 16 OR 17 OR 18 OR 19 OR 20 OR 21 OR 
22 OR 23  
26. 24 AND 25 
Scopus Search Strategy:  
1. TITLE-ABS-KEY ( religi* )   
2. TITLE-ABS-KEY ( spiritual* )   
3. TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "spiritual therapies" )  
4. TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "faith healing" )   
5. TITLE-ABS-KEY ( cancer  AND screening )  
6. TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "breast cancer screening" )   
7. TITLE-ABS-KEY ( mammogra* )   
8. TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "clinical breast exam" )   
9. TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "self breast exam" )   
10. TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "prostate cancer screening" )  
11. TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "prostate specific antigen" )  
12. TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "psa test" )   
13. TITLE-ABS-KEY ( prostate  AND exam* )   
14. TITLE-ABS-KEY ( breast  AND exam* )   
15. TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "colon cancer screening" )  
16. TITLE-ABS-KEY ( sigmoidoscop* )   
17. TITLE-ABS-KEY ( colonoscop* )  
18. 1 OR 2 OR 3 OR 4  
19. 5 OR 6 OR 7 OR 8 OR 9 OR 10 OR 11 OR 12 OR 13 OR 14 OR 15 OR 16 OR 17 
20. 18 AND 19   
 
PsychInfo Search Strategy:  
1. Index Terms: {Religious Beliefs}  
2. Index Terms: {Religious Experiences}  
3. Index Terms: {Religious Education}  
4. Index Terms: {Religious Literature}  
5. Index Terms: {Religious Organizations} 
6. Index Terms: {Spirituality}  
7. Index Terms: {Theology} 
8. Index Terms: {Religious Practices} 
9. Index Terms: {Religiosity}  
10. Index Terms: {Religion}  
11. Index Terms: {Cancer Screening}  
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12. {Mammography}  
13. {Physical Examination}  
14. {Health Promotion}  
15. {Self-Examination (Medical)}  
16. {Cancer Screening}  
17. Title: "breast cancer screening"  
18. Keywords: "breast cancer screening"  
19. Abstract: "breast cancer screening"  
20. Any Field: "breast cancer screening"  
21. Any Field: mammogra*  
22. Title: mammogra*  
23. Abstract: mammogra*  
24. Title: "prostate cancer screening"  
25. Keywords: "prostate cancer screening"  
26. Abstract: "prostate cancer screening"  
27. Title: "prostate specific antigen"  
28. Keywords: "prostate specific antigen"  
29. Abstract: "prostate specific antigen"  
30. Title: "psa test"  
31. Keywords: "psa test" 
32. Abstract: "psa test"  
33. Keywords: "colon cancer screening"  
34. Title: "colon cancer screening" 
35. Abstract: "colon cancer screening"  
36. Title: colonoscop*  
37. Abstract: colonoscop*  
38. Keywords: colonoscop*  
39. Title: sigmoidoscop*  
40. Keywords: sigmoidoscop*  
41. Abstract: sigmoidoscop*  
42. Keywords: "breast exam*"  
43. Abstract: "breast exam*"  
44. Title: "breast exam*" 
45. 1 OR 2 OR 3 OR 4 OR 5 OR 6 OR 7 OR 8 OR 9 OR 10  
46. 11 OR 12 OR 13 OR 14 OR 15 OR 16 OR 17 OR 18 OR 19 OR 20 OR 21 OR 22 OR 23 OR 24 
OR 25 OR 26 OR 27 OR 28 OR 29 OR 30 OR 31 OR 32 OR 33 OR 34 OR 35 OR 36 OR 37 OR 
38 OR 39 OR 40 OR 41 OR 42  
47. 43 AND 44  
 
CINAHL Search Strategy:  
1. (MH "Religion and Medicine") OR (MM "Religion and Religions+") OR (MH "Prayer") OR 
(MH "Religious Personnel") OR (MM "Spirituality") OR (MH "Spiritual Healing+") OR (MH 
"Spiritual Care")  
2. TI religion OR AB religion OR TI ( religiosity and spirituality ) OR AB ( religiosity and 
spirituality ) OR TI spiritual therapy OR AB spiritual therapy  
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3. (MH "Cancer Screening") OR (MH "Mammography") OR (MH "Breast Examination") OR (MH 
"Breast Self-Examination") OR (MH "Colonic Neoplasms") OR (MH "Sigmoid Neoplasms")  
4. ( (MH "Prostatic Neoplasms") OR (MH "Prostate-Specific Antigen") ) OR TI prostate specific 
antigen test OR AB prostate specific antigen test OR TI prostate exam OR AB prostate exam OR 
AB psa test OR TI psa test OR TI mammogram OR AB mammogram AND ( mammograms and 
early detection of breast cancer )  
5. TI clinical breast exam OR AB clinical breast exam OR TI colorectal cancer screening OR AB 
colorectal cancer screening OR TI colonoscopy OR AB colonoscopy OR TI sigmoidoscopy OR 
AB sigmoidoscopy OR TI mass screening OR AB mass screening  
6. 1 OR 2  
7. 3 OR 4 OR 5 OR 6 
8. 7 AND 8
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Appendix B 
Extraction Tables for Literature Search 
Table 1: Extraction Summary of Included Articles  
Author, 
date  
Study type  Setting  Population  N  Age Range 
Mean age 
(SD)* 
Screening outcome 
of interest  
Results  
Allen et al., 
2012 
CS USA (Boston, 
Massachusetts) 
Hispanic women  78 18+ 
19-39 n=37 
(39.7%) 
40-49 n=17 
(21.8%) 
50-59 n=22 
(28.2%) 
≥60 n=8 
(10.3%) 
Adherence to 
mammography, 
CBE, colonoscopy 
screening 
recommendations 
(FOBT, 
sigmoidoscopy, 
colonoscopy) 
-54% of women had all 
recommended examinations 
for their age.    
-Strong association between 
positive religious coping and 
adherence to age-appropriate 
screening after controlling for 
relevant covariates.  
-Passive spiritual locus of 
control was negatively 
associated with age-
appropriate screening but did 
not reach statistical 
significance  
-High level of church 
participation in this sample.  
Azaiza et 
al., 2010 
CS West Bank, 
Palestine  
Palestinian 
women  
397 30-65 
41.7(8.88) 
Breast cancer 
screening 
performance:  
Frequency of 
mammography, 
CBE, SBE  
Knowledge of breast 
cancer screening 
recommended 
guidelines  
-None of the participants 
knew the correct 
recommended frequency of 
mammography. 41.3% and 
29.5% reported the correct 
recommended frequency for 
CBE and SBE, respectively.  
- 18.39%, 11.08%, and 
29.47% of women performed 
mammography, CBE and 
SBE as recommended.  
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-Women had a medium 
fatalist perception regarding 
breast cancer being incurable 
or fatal  
-Women had similar 
perceptions of effectiveness 
regarding mammography, 
CBE and SBE  
-Less religious and more 
educated women attended 
mammography and CBE and 
performed SBE more 
frequently  
-Lower level of religiosity, 
lower perceived personal 
barriers, and lower sense of 
fatalism predicted an 
increased likelihood of 
attending mammography  
-Lower religiosity or being 
Christian increased likelihood 
of undergoing CBE 
 
Benjamins 
& Brown, 
2004 
CS  USA  Non-
institutionalized 
elderly adults 
born before 
1924 
6,055 70-103 
77.3(NA) 
 
Mammography, 
SBE, prostate 
screening utilization 
-Approximately half of 
women in this sample 
reported SBE or 
mammogram, and almost 
75% of men reported prostate 
cancer screening  
-Jewish women were 3.05 and 
4.95 times more likely than 
non-affiliated women to have 
breast exams and 
mammograms, respectively.  
-Protestant, Catholic and 
Jewish men were 2.29 
(p<.01), 2.15 (p<.05) and 8.88 
(p<.05) times more likely to 
report prostate cancer 
  93 
screening compared to non-
affiliated men, respectively.  
-Levels of religiosity were 
different by denomination 
Benjamins, 
2006 
Longitudinal  USA Non-
institutionalized 
older women 
(pre-retirement 
age women) 
4,253 51-61 
55.66(3.08) 
Mammography, SBE 
screening utilization   
-Logistic regression including 
controls and mediating 
variables showed that all 
levels of religious attendance 
increased odds of getting a 
mammogram compared to 
women who did not attend 
religious services.  
-Mainline Protestant 
individuals had greater odds 
of mammogram use compared 
to Evangelical Protestant after 
including controls and 
mediating variables in logistic 
regression model (OR:1.35). 
-Religious salience was not 
associated with 
mammography, however was 
associated with SBE.   
Benjamins 
et al., 2011 
CS USA  Members of 
Presbyterian 
church (active 
elders and other 
active members) 
1,076 18-96 
59.81(13.54) 
Colonoscopy 
screening utilization   
-High and medium church 
attendance was associated 
with greater odds of 
colonoscopy compared to low 
church attendance, however 
this effect was not maintained 
after inclusion of control 
variables.  
-Age and gender were 
consistently associated with 
screening outcomes; 
compared to older adults and 
men, younger individuals and 
women were less likely to get 
a colonoscopy.  
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Brittain & 
Murphy, 
2015 
CS  USA (urban 
Midwest city) 
African 
Americans  
129 50+ 
50-59 
n=81(63.8%) 
60-69 
n=36(28.4%) 
70-79 
n=5(3.9%) 
≥80 
n=5(3.9%) 
Adherence to CRC 
screening (FOBT, 
colonoscopy) 
-Religiosity was moderately, 
significantly correlated to 
having a colonoscopy 
(r=0.32, p<.01).  
-Multiple regression revealed 
that religiosity and having a 
primary care provider were 
significant predictors of 
colonoscopy (t=2.132, p<.05, 
and t=3.306, p<.05, 
respectively). 
Conway-
Phillips & 
Janusek, 
2014 
CS USA (Illinois) African 
American 
women  
134 45-85 
57(8.4) 
Breast cancer 
screening behaviour 
(motivation to get 
and having gotten a 
CBE, SBE, or 
mammography) 
-Of all predictor variables 
included in this study, only 
spirituality was a significant 
predictor of an increase in 
BCS motivation (b=.30, 
SE=.09, t(63)=3.25, p=.002).  
-Of the covariates, only 
education significantly 
contributed to BCS 
motivation (b=.94, SE=.44, 
t(63)=2.13, P=.037).  
-None of the predictor 
variables, including 
spirituality, were significant 
predictors of breast cancer 
screening behaviours.  
-No single variable was able 
to independently predict if a 
woman intended to, or already 
had a mammogram.  
Fox et al., 
1998 
CS USA (Los 
Angeles)  
White, black, 
Latino 
churchgoing 
women  
2,027 50-80 
50-64 
n=1,161 
(57.3%) 
65-80 n=866 
(42.7%)a 
Adherence to 
mammography and 
CBE  
-At bivariate analysis, 
subjective religiosity and 
activity in church were 
significant predictors of 
adherence to breast cancer 
screening (p<.05 and p<.001, 
respectively).  
-Final logistic regression 
model containing only church 
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activity, found that church 
activity was not a significant 
predictor of adherence to 
breast cancer screening.  
Hatefnia et 
al., 2010 
CS  Tehran, Iran  Iranian women  320 35+ 
35-39 n=100 
(31.3%) 
40-44 n=105 
(32.8%) 
45-49 n=79 
(23.8%) 
≥50 n=39 
(12.2%) 
Mammography 
uptake (ever had and 
time since last test)  
-At bivariate analysis, there 
were significant differences in 
mammography screening by 
religious beliefs (χ2=22.0, 
p<.001) 
-Using multivariate logistic 
regression, religious beliefs 
and were significantly 
associated with 
mammography screening.  
Holt et al., 
2009 
CS USA (Alabama 
counties) 
African 
American men  
199 40-92 
57.85(12.22) 
PSA and DRE 
utilization in the past, 
and planned future 
utilization  
-Individuals with higher 
scores on the religious 
behaviour scale had greater 
odds of having a DRE within 
the past 12 months (OR:1.70, 
CI:1.12-2.59, p<.05).  
-Individuals with higher 
scores on the religious 
behaviour scale had greater 
odds of thinking about getting 
a DRE within the next six 
months (OR:2.12, CI:1.14-
3.96, p<.05).  
-Individuals with higher 
scores on the religious belief 
scale had reduced odds of 
thinking about getting a DRE 
within the next six months, 
and OR:0.55, CI:0.29-1.04). 
-Individuals with higher 
scores on the religious 
behaviour scale had greater 
odds of having a DRE 
appointment within the next 
six months (OR:7.10, CI:1.03-
49.15, p<.05).  
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-Religious beliefs and 
behaviours were not 
predictive of any PSA 
behaviours.   
Husaini et 
al., 2001 
Cluster RCT USA African 
American 
women  
364 40+ 
Program 
group: 56.2 
(n/a) 
Control 
group: 51.2 
(n/a) 
Mammogram status: 
mammogram was 
obtained in the last 
year; a mammogram 
was obtained 
between wave 1 and 
wave 2 data 
collection; a 
mammogram was not 
obtained despite 
having no 
mammogram in the 
previous year.  
-Church participation was not 
a significant predictor of 
mammogram status in this 
sample of women.  
-Women participating in the 
educational program were 
more likely to get 
mammograms compared to 
controls.  
-Depressive symptoms can 
negatively impact breast 
cancer screening; programs in 
the future should contain 
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components addressing 
mental health.  
Katz et al., 
2008 
RCT USA (Robeson 
County, North 
Carolina) 
Native 
American, 
white, and 
African 
American 
women  
851 40+ 
No 
Mammogram 
Group 
40-49 n=244 
(44) 
50-59 n=150 
(27) 
60-69 n=84 
(15) 
70-79 n=56 
(10) 
80+ n=19 (4)  
 
Received 
Mammogram 
Group  
40-49 n=119 
(40) 
50-59 n=89 
(30) 
60-69 n=54 
(18) 
70-79 n=33 
(11) 
80+ n=3 (1) 
Mammography 
utilization  
-Using logistic regression, 
both church attendance and 
spirituality did not have a 
significant impact on the 
likelihood of a woman 
obtaining a mammogram 
(p=0.299, p=0.401, 
respectively).  
-After inclusion of 
confounders in logistic 
regression models, church 
attendance and spirituality 
continued not to show any 
significant impact on 
mammogram screening 
(p=0.499, p=0.405, 
respectively).  
-There were no significant 
interactions between religion 
and confounding variables.  
Kinney et 
al., 2002 
CS USA (rural, 
Southeaster 
Louisiana)  
African 
American 
women (K2099) 
with BRCA1 
mutation  
52 18-78 
37(12.6) 
Adherence to breast 
cancer screening for 
high-risk women: 
Time since last 
mammography and 
CBE 
Frequency of SBE  
-God locus of health control 
(GLHC) was found to be the 
only predictor of adherence to 
CBE and mammography 
(OR:0.88, CI:0.77-1.00, 
p=0.05).  
-Women ≥25 years old with 
higher GLHC scores were less 
likely to be adherent to 
recommendations of CBE and 
mammography compared to 
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women with lower GHLC 
scores (p=0.04).  
-There was no significant 
association between GLHC 
scores and SBE utilization 
(p=0.25).  
Nguyen et 
al., 2012 
CS USA 
(Richmond, 
Virginia 
metropolitan 
area) 
Vietnamese 
women  
111 18-70    
40.23(14.23) 
Adherence to 
mammography, CBE 
-Acculturation was found to 
moderate the relation of both 
intrinsic (β=-.03, χ2(1)=33.79, 
p=.02) and extrinsic 
religiosity and having had a 
Pap test (β=.06, χ2(1)=4.44, 
p=.04) 
-For more accultured females, 
higher intrinsic religiosity was 
associated with greater 
likelihood of having had a 
Pap test. For less accultured 
females, higher intrinsic 
religiosity was associated 
with decreased likelihood of 
having had a Pap test.  
-For less accultured females, 
higher extrinsic religiosity 
was associated with decreased 
likelihood of having had a 
Pap test. For more accultured 
women, greater personal 
extrinsic religiosity was 
associated with greater 
likelihood of having had a 
Pap test.  
-Using hierarchical linear 
regression, acculturation 
significantly moderated 
relation of social extrinsic 
religiosity to self-efficacy for 
breast cancer screening (β=-
.29, t(109)=-2.46, p=.02). 
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Leyva et al. 
2015 
CS USA  Non-Hispanic 
blacks, non-
Hispanic whites, 
Hispanics  
5102 18+ 
52(17.88) 
Adherence to 
mammography, 
colorectal cancer 
screening (stool 
blood test, 
sigmoidoscopy or 
colonoscopy)   
Mammography: 
-Greater religious service 
attendance was associated 
with higher likelihood of 
recent receipt of a 
mammogram (b = .70, v2 (1) 
= 3.96, p B .001).  
-There was a significant 
positive association between 
religious service attendance 
and social support (b = .62, 
t(1,284) = 13.31, p B .001).  
-Findings did not indicate a 
mediated model regarding 
social support.  
-There was no evidence of 
moderation via race between 
religious service attendance 
and social support.  
Colorectal Cancer Screening:  
-Directly between religious 
service attendance and recent 
colorectal cancer screening, 
the association was significant 
(b = .40, v2 (1) = 2.63, p B 
.001].  
-There was a positive 
association between religious 
service attendance and social 
support (b = .61, t(1,367) = 
13.86, p B .001).  
-There was a significant 
positive association between 
social support and recent 
screening (b = .28, v2 (1) = 
3.21, p B .001), suggesting a 
partially mediated model.  
-There was no evidence of 
moderation via race between 
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religious service attendance 
and social support.  
McFall & 
Davila, 2008 
CS USA  Elderly adults 4,419 70-85 
Women 74.9 
(n/a) 
Men 74.0 
(n/a) 
Current cancer 
screening status 
(mammography, 
prostate exam) 
-Attending church was 
associated with prostate 
cancer screening for men 
(OR:1.60, CI:1.20-2.15).  
-Attending church was not 
associated with obtaining a 
mammogram.  
Ochoa-
Frongia et 
al., 2012 
CS  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
USA (New 
York City area) 
African 
American 
women  
946 <39 years to 
>80 years ** 
<39 years 
n=177 
(20.9%) 
40-49 years 
n=177 
(20.9%) 
50-59 years 
n=188 
(22.2%) 
60-69 years 
n=170 
(20.1%) 
70-79 years 
n=105 (12.4) 
80+ years 
n=30 (3.5) 
 
Breast screening 
adherence 
(mammography, 
CBE, BSE) 
-Women most likely to be 
adherent to mammography 
guidelines were between the 
ages of 50 to 59 (64.7%), and 
60 to 69 (74.1%).  
-Women least likely to be 
adherent to mammography 
guidelines were 80 years of 
age or greater (39.3%, 
p<.001).  
-There was a significant 
association between the R/S 
statement and BSE adherence 
(p=.044).  
Othman et 
al., 2012 
CS Jordan (Zarqa, 
Amman) 
Women  142 40-74 
47.8(7.1) 
Intention to get a 
mammogram  
-21.1% of women reported 
having ever had a 
mammogram. 
-Fatalistic beliefs in 
predestination was found to 
be correlated with perception 
of benefits from 
mammography and perception 
of self-efficacy to undergo 
mammography.  
-Using logistic regression, 
combination of knowledge, 
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health beliefs, subjective 
norms, fatalistic beliefs and 
demographic characteristics 
contributed significantly to 
intention to obtain 
mammography (p<.001).  
-Repeated multiple regression 
tests revealed that fatalistic 
beliefs and demographic 
factors did not have a 
significant association with 
intention to have a 
mammogram. 
O’Reilly et 
al., 2013 
CS Northern 
Ireland  
Women  32,211 48-64 
<55 years 
(46.2%) 
55-64 years 
(53.8%) 
Uptake of breast 
cancer screening  
-Lowest breast cancer 
screening uptake was among 
women with no religious 
affiliation.  
-Women with no religious 
affiliation were 23% less 
likely than Catholics to attend 
screening (OR:0.77, CI:0.71-
0.83), after fully adjusting for 
all covariates.  
-Of women who had no 
current religious affiliation 
but who had religious 
upbringing, there was no 
difference in screening uptake 
between Catholics and 
Protestant upbringings.  
-Of women who had no 
current religious affiliation 
but who had religious 
upbringing, women with no 
religious upbringing had 
lower screening uptake 
compared to women with 
Catholic or Protestant 
upbringings.   
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Padela et 
al., 2016 
CS USA (Chicago)  Muslim women  240 40-85 
40-49 n=89 
(43) 
50-74 n=108 
(52) 
≥75 n=9 (4)b 
Ever having a 
mammogram or CBE  
Having undergone 
mammogram in 
previous 2 years  
-None of the religious 
variables were found to be 
significantly associated with 
ever having a mammogram.  
-Fatalism and factors related 
to Islam were significantly 
associated with ever having a 
mammogram on bivariate 
analysis (α=.01), but not using 
multivariate models adjusting 
for sociodemographic 
variables.  
-Women with greater 
religiosity and greater 
religious coping mechanisms 
were less likely to have had a 
mammogram in the past two 
years in bivariate and 
multivariate models (OR:0.44 
p<.01).  
-In bivariate and multivariate 
models, perceptions of 
religious discrimination were 
negatively associated with 
having had a mammogram in 
the past two years (OR:0.79 
p<.01).  
Steele-
Moses et al., 
2009 
Cohort USA (Midwest)  Low income 
African 
American 
women  
321 41-75 
41-45 n=113 
(35.2%) 
46-50 n=84 
(26.2%) 
51-55 n=46 
(14.3%) 
56-60 n=31 
(9.7%) 
61-65 n=18 
(5.6%) 
66-70 n=16 
(5.0%) 
Mammogram 
adherence  
-Religiosity was a significant 
predictor of mammography 
adherence six months after 
completion of the intervention 
after controlling for education 
(OR:1.124, CI:1.044-1.211).  
Based on the Stages of 
Change Model, religiosity 
was a significant predictor of 
stage progression, controlling 
for marital status (OR:1.112, 
CI:1.039-1.190).  
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71-75 n=13 
(4.0%) 
 
50 (8.73) 
-Overall, women with greater 
religiosity were more likely to 
get a mammography and to 
move forward in 
mammography stage.  
Dickey et al. 
2017  
Quasi-
experimental 
design  
Northeastern 
Florida  
African 
American men a 
Initial 
recruitment: 
76 
Experimental 
arm: n=37 
Control: 
n=39 
 
Post 6-
month 
follow-up: 
n=54 
Experimental 
arm: n=26 
Control arm: 
n=28 
40+ 
51 (NR) 
Prostate cancer 
knowledge and 
screening (DRE and 
PSA screening)  
-Intervention group consisted 
of providing educational 
interventions for prostate 
cancer and screening.  
At the 6-month follow-up 
79% of the intervention group 
received prostate cancer 
screening, versus 21% in the 
control arm. 
-At the six-month follow-up, 
through bivariate correlation, 
prostate cancer screening was 
significantly associated with 
religion (rs=0.353, p<0.01) 
Glickasman 
& 
Glicksman, 
2017 
CS Pennsylvania 
(Bucks, 
Chester, 
Delaware, 
Montgomery, 
and 
Philadelphia 
Counties)   
White non-
Hispanic, 
Jewish, Catholic 
or Protestant 
respondents  
2,072 
Jewish: 228 
Catholic: 976 
Protestant: 
868 
60+ 
Median: 72  
CBE, 
mammography, 
prostate exam 
-Logistic regression showed 
that religious 
membership/affiliation was 
statistically significantly 
associated with prediction of 
prostate exam, CBE, and 
mammography(p<0.05).   
-Frequently attending 
religious services was 
statistically significantly 
associated with prediction of 
mammography (p<0.05), but 
not prostate cancer screening 
(p>0.05).  
Gyedu et al. 
2017  
CS Kumasi, Ghana  Women  771 
Muslim: 432 
Christian: 
339 
18-90 
40 (NR) 
CBE  -Chi-square testing showed 
statistically significantly more 
Christian women had ever 
performed BSE compared to 
Muslim women (p<0.001); 
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statistically significantly 
greater Christian women 
performed CBE compared to 
Muslim women (p<0.001).  
-Logistic regression showed 
Muslim women had lower 
odds of ever performing a 
BSE compared to Christian 
women (adjusted OR: 0.51; 
95%CI: 0.29-0.88); no 
significant differences of 
performing monthly SBEs. 
Muslim women also had 
lower odds of undergoing 
CBE compared to Christian 
women (adjusted OR: 0.48; 
95%CI: 0.27-0.84).  
Lofters et 
al. 2018 
CS Toronto, 
Ontario, Canada 
Canadians 
enrolled in a 
family practice  
5,311 50-74 
49 (13.9) 
Up-to-date screening 
status: Breast cancer 
screening, overall 
CRC, colonoscopy, 
FOBT  
Mammography:  
-In bivariate analysis, Muslim 
women were more likely to be 
up-to-date on breast cancer 
screening than women of 
other religions/faiths and 
atheistic women. (p=0.0062). 
Colorectal cancer screening:  -
There were no statistically 
significant differences 
between Muslims and other 
religious affiliations or 
atheists regarding CRC 
(p>0.05).  
Melvin et 
al. 2016 
CS  USA  Hispanic Black, 
non-Hispanic 
White, or 
Hispanic women  
550 40-75 
53.4 (9.3) 
 
Mammography  -Via multivariate logistic 
regression, odds of not being 
screened were higher for non-
Hispanic White women 
compared to non-Hispanic 
Black women (OR:2.16, 
95%CI: 0.26-0.82) and 
Hispanic women (OR:4.17, 
95%CI: 0.12-0.48).  
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-Via multivariate logistic 
regression, women who were 
less confidence had greater 
odds of not being screened 
compared to more confident 
women (measure of self-
efficacy) (OR:2.43, 95%CI: 
1.26-4.73).  
-Women with greater levels of 
religious or spiritual values 
were at greater odds of not 
having been screened 
(OR:1.42, 95%CI: 1.00-2.00), 
although this result was not 
statistically significant.  
Speed, 2018  CS Canada (New 
Brunswick, 
Manitoba)  
Women  NR NR Mammography  -Via logistic regression, 
women who attended church 
at a frequency of once a year, 
once a month, once a week or 
more had statistically 
significantly greater odds of 
ever receiving a mammogram 
compared to women who 
never attend church (OR:6.24, 
95%CI: 2.04-19.04; OR:2.53, 
95%CI: 1.03-6.22; OR:2.27, 
95%CI: 1.05-4.90, 
respectively).  
-There was no statistically 
significant association 
between ever having received 
a mammography and 
perceived religiosity or 
religious affiliation.  
Sen & 
Kumkale 
2016  
CS USA Women  474 41+ 
57.3 (10.48)  
Mammography  -Via logistic regression, R/S 
(assessed through attendance, 
religiosity and locus of 
control) did not statistically 
significantly help to predict 
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mammography among 
women.  
-Logistic regression models 
were found to be poor 
predictors of non-attendance 
of mammography.  
-The use of decision trees was 
found to better classify 
women who do not adhere to 
mammography guidelines; 
22% of women were correctly 
classified using decision trees 
using personality and 
religiousness, compared to 
only 3.3% who were 
predicted through logistic 
regression.  
-Age was the most important 
attribute incorporated into 
decision trees that predicted 
mammogram attendance; 
other important variables 
included conscientiousness, 
future time-orientation, 
neuroticism, and passive locus 
of control.  
*Mean and standard deviation reported unless otherwise reported. Some studies reported means while others reported proportions of age groups included in 
their study. 
** Actual age range not reported.  
a Sample n values were reverse calculated from the original publication. Data were originally reported in the following manner:  
 Church members 
(n=1,517) 
% 
Community 
(n=510) 
% 
Age 
50-64 (vs. 65-80) 
57 58 
b Median age reported to be 51  
c Age range was unclear in the publication. Authors indicated that for churches to be eligible in their study, they have to have a predominantly African 
American congregation with a minimum of 100 active members aged 50 years or older.  
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Abbreviations: CBE=clinical breast exam; SBE=self breast exam; FOBT=fecal occult blood test; DRE=digital rectal exam; CRC=colorectal cancer 
screening; BAP=breast awareness practice; NR=not reported; rs=Spearman’s rho; OR=odds ratio; CI=confidence interval; SD=standard deviation; 
CS=cross sectional  
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Table 2: Confounders Table of Included Studies  
 
Study  
Controls  Allen 
et al., 
2012 
Azaiza 
et al., 
2010 
Benjamins 
& brown, 
2004 
Benjamins, 
2006 
Benjamins 
et al., 
2011 
Brittain 
& 
Murphy, 
2015 
Conway- 
Phillips 
& 
Janusek, 
2014 
Fox et 
al., 
1998 
Hatefnia 
et al. 
2010 
Holt 
et al., 
2009 
Husaini  
et al., 
2008  
Katz 
et 
al., 
2008 
Age  X  
 
X X  X  X X X X X X 
Education  
 
X  X X  X   
 
X X X 
  
Race  
  
X X  X  
 
X  
  
X 
Born in 
Canada  
            
Preferred 
language  
            
Ethnicity  
  
X X X  
 
X   
   
Marital status  
  
X 
 
X  
 
X X X 
 
X 
Income 
  
X X 
 
 
  
X 
   
Employment 
status  
            
Sex 
  
X 
 
X  
  
 
   
SES       X    X X 
Social support              
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Foreign born 
status  
   
X 
 
 
  
 
   
Geographical 
location  
 X           
Low income 
housing 
project 
     
 
  
 
 
X  
 
Functional 
status  
  
X 
  
 
  
 
   
Chronic 
conditions 
  
X 
  
 
  
 
   
Self-rated 
health 
  
X 
 
X  
  
 
   
Pain 
  
X 
  
 
  
 
   
Psychiatric 
problems  
  
X 
  
 
  
 
   
Family history 
of breast 
cancer  
        X    
1st degree 
relative with 
breast cancer  
 
X  
   
 
  
 
   
Planfulness  
    
X  
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Trust in one’s 
physician 
    
X  
  
 
   
Presence of a 
primary 
healthcare 
provider  
     
X 
  
 
   
Physician 
characteristics  
       X     
Health 
insurance 
status  
   
X  X  
 
X  
   
Presence of 
private 
insurance  
          X   
Health 
network  
    X         
Barriers to 
breast cancer 
screening 
     
 X  
 
 
   
Breast cancer 
risk factors  
     
 X  
 
 
   
Ever had a 
breast about 
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which they 
were worried  
Ever been 
taught SBE  
            
Receipt of 
CBE 
           X 
Religious 
denomination 
 
X  
   
 
  
 
   
Religiosity   X     X       
Active church 
behaviour  
       X     
Smoking 
status 
     
 
  
 
  
X 
Theory 
related 
variables  
        X    
Personality 
related 
variables  
            
TOTAL  1 5 12 7 11 2 4 8 6  3 4 6 
*The cross-marks in this table are meant to serve as markers that the study mentioned in the column headings reported use of the confounder 
noted in the row headings.  
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Table 2 continued…  
  Study       
Controls  Dickey 
et al.  
Glicksman 
& 
Glicksman, 
2019 
Gyedu 
et al. 
2019 
Lofters 
et al. 
2016 
Melvin et 
al. 2018 
Speed, 
2018 
Sen & 
Kumkale, 
2016 
Total  
Age  X 
 
X X X X X 16 
Education  X X  X   X X X 13 
Race  
 
  
 
 X X X 8 
Born in 
Canada  
   X    1 
Preferred 
language  
   X    1 
Ethnicity  
   
 
  
 4 
Marital status  
 
X X  X X  10 
Income X X 
 
X X X  8 
Employment 
status  
    X   1 
Sex 
   
X 
  
 3 
SES        3 
Social support      X   1 
Foreign born 
status  
   
 
  
 1 
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Geographical 
location  
     X  2 
Low income 
housing 
project 
   
 
  
 1 
Functional 
status  
   
 
  
 1 
Chronic 
conditions 
   
 
  
 1 
Self-rated 
health 
   
 
  
 2 
Pain 
   
 
  
 1 
Psychiatric 
problems  
   
 
  
 1 
Family 
history of 
breast cancer  
      X 2 
1st degree 
relative with 
breast cancer  
  
X  
  
 2 
Planfulness  
   
 X 
 
 2 
Trust in one’s 
physician 
   
 
  
 1 
  114 
Presence of a 
primary 
healthcare 
provider  
   
 
  
 1 
Physician 
characteristics  
       1 
Health 
insurance 
status  
X X  
 
 X 
 
 6 
Presence of 
private 
insurance  
    X   2 
Health 
network  
       1 
Barriers to 
breast cancer 
screening 
   
   
 
 1 
Breast cancer 
risk factors  
   
   
 
 1 
Ever had a 
breast about 
which they 
were worried  
  X     1 
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Ever been 
taught SBE  
  X     1 
Receipt of 
CBE 
       1 
Religious 
denomination 
 
X 
 
X 
  
 3 
Religiosity      X  X 4 
Active church 
behaviour  
       1 
Smoking 
status 
   
 
  
 1 
Theory 
related 
variables  
X    X   3 
Personality 
variables  
      X 1 
Total  5 5 6 6 12 6 6  
*The cross-marks in this table are meant to serve as markers that the study mentioned in the column 
headings reported use of the confounder noted in the row headings.  
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Appendix C 
Baseline Exploratory Data Analysis of R/S Variables 
Table C.1: Contingency Table between R/S Salience and R/S Perceived (Baseline)  
 R/S Perceived   
R/S Salience 
Freq (%) 
Not at all Not very Moderate Very Total p-value 
Yes 23 
(0.19) 
524 
(4.38) 
5157 
(43.08) 
2271 
(18.97) 
7975 
(66.62) 
<.0001 
No 1069 
(8.93) 
2239 
(18.70) 
686 
(5.73) 
2 
(0.02) 
3996 
(33.36) 
 
     11971 
(100.00) 
 
Spearman’s correlation coefficient (rs) = 0.71 
 
Table C.2: Contingency Table between R/S Salience and R/S Attendance (Baseline)  
 R/S Attendance   
R/S Salience 
Freq (%) 
At least 
once a 
week 
At least 
once a 
month 
At least 
3-4 times 
a year 
At least 
once a 
year 
Not at all Total p-value 
Yes 4839 
(40.43) 
1146 
(9.58) 
906 
(7.57) 
520 
(4.34) 
562 
(4.70) 
7973 
(66.62) 
<.0001 
No 116 
(2.90) 
183 
(1.53) 
526 
(4.40) 
904 
(7.55) 
2266 
(18.93) 
3995 
(33.38) 
 
      11968 
(100.00) 
 
Spearman’s correlation coefficient (rs) = 0.68 
 
Table C.3: Contingency Table between R/S Perceived and R/S Attendance (Baseline) 
 R/S Attendance   
R/S Perceived 
Freq (%) 
At least 
once a 
week 
At least 
once a 
month 
At least 
3-4 times 
a year 
At least 
once a 
year 
Not at all Total p-value 
Not at all 6 
(0.05) 
4 
(0.03) 
10 
(0.08) 
52 
(0.43) 
1019 
(8.51) 
1019 
(8.51) 
<.0001 
 
Not very 113 
(0.94) 
152 
(1.27) 
467 
(3.90) 
811 
(6.77) 
1220 
(10.19) 
2763 
(23.08) 
 
Moderate 2723 
(22.75) 
1106 
(9.24) 
928 
(7.75) 
545 
(4.55) 
542 
(4.53) 
5844 
(48.82) 
 
Very 2113 
(17.65) 
66 
(0.55) 
29 
(0.24) 
17 
(0.14) 
48 
(0.40) 
2273 
(18.99) 
 
      11971 
(100.00) 
 
Spearman’s correlation coefficient (rs) = 0.72 
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Appendix D 
Log-Odds Trend Plots 
Figure D.1: Log-odds plot of colorectal cancer screening by participant’s status of religious/spiritual 
salience across time (linear)  
 
 
 
Figure D.2: Log-odds plot of colorectal cancer screening by participant’s status of religious/spiritual 
salience across time (√𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒)  
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Figure D.3: Log-odds plot of colorectal cancer screening by participant’s status of religious/spiritual 
service attendance (time) 
 
 
 
Figure D.4: Log-odds plot of colorectal cancer screening by participant’s status of religious/spiritual 
service attendance (√𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒) 
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Figure D.5: Log-odds plot of prostate cancer screening by participant’s status of religious/spiritual 
salience (time)  
  
 
 
Figure D.6: Log-odds plot of prostate cancer screening by participant’s status of religious/spiritual 
salience (√𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒) 
 
 
Figure D.7: Log-odds plot of prostate cancer screening by participant’s status of religious/spiritual 
service attendance (time) 
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Figure D.8: Log-odds plot of prostate cancer screening by participant’s status of religious/spiritual 
service attendance (√𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒) 
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Appendix E 
Exploratory Data Analysis of R/S and Cancer Screening 
Table E.1: Breast Cancer Screening by Religious/Spiritual Salience of Women at Baseline 
Mammography 
Freq (%) 
R/S Salience  
Yes No Chi-square  
(p-value) 
Crude OR 
(95% CI) 
Baseline, n (%)       
Yes  3464  
(70.38) 
1184  
(66.33) 
0.0015 1.20 
(1.07-1.35) 
No [Ref] 1458  
(29.62) 
601  
(33.67) 
  
Missing  1    
 
Table E.2: Breast Cancer Screening Status by Frequency of Religious/Spiritual Practice (R/S 
Attendance) of Women at Baseline 
Mammography 
Freq (%) 
R/S Attendance 
At least 
once a week 
At least once 
a month 
3-4 times 
a year 
At least 
once a year 
Not at all 
[Ref] 
Chi-square 
(p-value) 
Yes  2259 
(71.15) 
558  
(72.28) 
540 
(68.10) 
449  
(63.51) 
842 
(66.77) 
 
No [Ref] 916  
(28.85) 
214  
(27.72) 
253 
(31.90) 
258  
(36.49) 
419 
(33.23) 
<.0001 
Crude OR  
(95% CI) 
1.22 
(1.06-1.41) 
1.29 
(1.06-1.58) 
1.06 
(0.88-
1.28) 
0.86 
(0.71-1.05) 
1  
*The category of “At least once a week” was originally two separate options in the HLQ as “Daily or 
almost daily” and “At least once a week.” It was decided that enough similarity existed between the 
two original options to be collapsed into the category now referred to as “At least once a week.” 
 
Table E.3: Prostate Cancer Screening by Religious/Spiritual Salience of Men at Baseline 
PSA Test 
Freq (%) 
R/S Salience  
Yes No [Ref] Chi-square (p-
value) 
Crude OR 
(95% CI) 
Yes  1008 (34.60) 622 (29.66) 0.0002 1.21 
(1.08-1.36) 
No [Ref] 1905 (65.40) 1475 (70.34)   
 
 
Table E.4: Prostate Cancer Screening Status by Frequency of Religious/Spiritual Practice of Men at 
Baseline 
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 R/S Attendance 
PSA Test  
Freq (%) 
At least once 
a week* 
At least once 
a month 
3-4 times a 
year 
At least once 
a year 
Not at all 
[Ref] 
Chi-square 
(p-value) 
Yes  607  
(35.65) 
180  
(33.27) 
215  
(35.60) 
223  
(32.94) 
403 
(27.10) 
 
No [Ref] 1,094  
(64.32) 
361  
(66.73) 
389  
(64.40) 
454  
(67.06) 
1,084 
(72.90) 
<.0001 
Crude OR   
(95% CI) 
1.42 
(1.23-1.64) 
1.21 
(0.99-1.50) 
1.46 
(1.20-1.76) 
1.31 
(1.09-1.58) 
1  
*The category of “At least once a week” was originally two separate options in the HLQ as “Daily or 
almost daily” and “At least once a week.” It was decided that enough similarity existed between the two 
original options to be collapsed into the category now referred to as “At least once a week.” 
 
Table E.5: Colorectal Cancer Screening Status by Status of Religious/Spiritual Salience of Participants at 
Baseline 
 R/S Salience  
Sigmoidoscopy/ 
Colonoscopy   
Freq (%) 
Yes No [Ref] 
Chi-square  
(p-value) 
Crude OR 
(95% CI) 
Yes  1,426  
(17.91) 
579  
(14.52) 
  
No [Ref] 6,534  
(82.09) 
3408  
(85.48) 
<.0001 
1.29 
(1.16-1.43) 
Missing  30    
 
Table E.6: Colorectal Cancer Screening Status by Frequency of Religious/Spiritual Practice of 
Participants at Baseline 
 R/S Attendance 
Sigmoidoscopy/ 
Colonoscopy   
Freq (%) 
At least 
once a 
week* 
At least 
once a 
month 
3-4 times 
a year 
At least 
once a 
year 
Not at all 
[Ref] 
Chi-square 
(p-value) 
Yes  901  
(18.20) 
242  
(18.25) 
256 
(17.88) 
221 
(15.54) 
385  
(13.65) 
 
No [Ref] 4,047 
(81.79) 
1,084 
(81.75) 
1,176 
(82.12) 
1,201 
(84.46) 
2,435  
(86.35) 
<.0001 
Crude OR 
(95%CI) 
1.41 
(1.24-1.60) 
1.41 
(1.18-1.68) 
1.38 
(1.16-
1.64) 
1.64 
(0.97-1.39) 
1  
Missing  29      
*The category of “At least once a week” was originally two separate options in the HLQ as “Daily or 
almost daily” and “At least once a week.” It was decided that enough similarity existed between the 
two original options to be collapsed into the category now referred to as “At least once a week.” 
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Table E.7: Model Selection for Cross-Sectional Analysis of R/S and Mammography at Baseline  
Model BIC c-statistic R/S Reg. Coef. p-value Odds Ratio  
(95% CI) 
R/S Salience 
Model 1: Predictor only  
8279.698 0.519 0.0937 0.0015 
1.206 
(1.07-1.35) 
Model 2: Predictor + Social Support Covariate  
8285.976 0.515 0.0946 0.0014 
1.208 
(1.08-1.36) 
Model 3: Predictor + Sociodemographic Covariates 
5805.016 0.845 0.0228 0.5323 
1.047 
(0.91-1.21) 
Model 4: Predictor + Personal Health Covariates  
7166.283 0.556 0.1124 0.0004 
1.252 
(1.11-1.42) 
Model 5: Predictor + All Covariates 
5065.332 0.846 0.0423 0.2790 
1.088 
(0.93-1.27) 
R/S Attendance 
Model 6: Predictor only  
8287.463 0.511 0.0717 0.0316 
1.154 
(1.01-1.32) 
Model 7: Predictor + Social Support Covariate 
8293.825 0.512 0.0723 0.0303 
1.156 
(1.01-1.32) 
Model 8: Predictor + Sociodemographic Covariates 
5806.155 0.845 -0.0105 0.7970 
0.979 
(0.83-1.15) 
Model 9: Predictor + Personal Health Covariates 
7176.296 0.551 0.0809 0.0219 
1.176 
(1.02-1.35) 
Model 10: Predictor + All Covariates 
5067.317 0.847 0.00845 0.8452 
1.017 
(0.86-1.21) 
Abbreviations: BIC= Bayesian Information Criteria; c-statistic=concordance statistic; R/S=Religiosity/Spirituality; Reg. Coef. = regression 
coefficient; CI = confidence interval  
Social support covariate: social support  
Sociodemographic covariates: age, marital status, income, education, occupation 
Personal health covariates: smoking status, perceived health status 
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Appendix F 
Model Selection Results for Longitudinal Analyses of R/S and 
Prostate & Colorectal Cancer Screening 
Table F1: Longitudinal models for R/S Salience and prostate cancer screening  
Model  Odds Ratioa 
(95% CI)  
Reg. Coef. a BIC 
Linear Models     
Model 11: R/S Salience 
+ Time  
1.93 
(1.32-2.83) 
0.6566 15839.18 
Model 12: R/S Salience 
+ Time + Social Support 
Covariate  
1.75 
(1.19-2.56) 
0.5584 15798.60 
Model 13: R/S Salience 
+ Time + 
Sociodemographic 
Covariates 
0.97 
(0.70-1.34) 
-0.02784 13852.42 
Model 14: R/S Salience 
+ Time + Personal 
Health Covariates 
1.77 
(1.17-2.69) 
0.5745 13756.85 
Model 15: R/S Salience 
+ Time + All Covariates 
0.89 
(0.63-1.27) 
-0.1113 12034.39 
* Parameter estimate are not reported since this model only contains the intercept. 
** Parameter estimates are reported for linear time and do not contain R/S Salience  
a Estimates refer to the R/S parameters in each model  
Abbreviations: BIC=Bayesian Information Criteria; Reg. Coef. = regression coefficient; CI = 
confidence interval; R/S=religiosity and spirituality  
 Social support covariate: social support  
Sociodemographic covariates: age, marital status, income, education, occupation 
Personal health covariates: smoking status, perceived health status 
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Table F2: Longitudinal models for R/S Attendance and prostate cancer screening   
Model  Odds Ratioa 
(95% CI) 
Reg. Coef. a BIC 
Square Rooted Models     
Model 16: R/S 
Attendance + Time  
1.88 
(1.24-2.86) 
0.6308 15853.76 
Model 17: R/S 
Attendance e + Time + 
Social Support Covariate 
1.78 
(1.16-2.71) 
0.5756 15819.08 
Model 18: R/S 
Attendance + Time + 
Sociodemographic 
Covariates 
1.39 
(0.98-1.97) 
0.3276 13967.37 
Model 19: R/S 
Attendance + Time + 
Personal Health 
Covariates 
1.84 
(1.14-2.97) 
0.6077 13782.99 
Model 20: R/S 
Attendance + Time + All 
Covariates 
1.36 
(0.92-2.01) 
0.3064 12117.16 
* Parameter estimate are not reported since this model only contains the intercept. 
** Parameter estimates are reported for linear time and does not contain R/S Attendance  
a Estimates refer to the R/S parameters in each model  
Abbreviations: BIC=Bayesian Information Criteria; Reg. Coef. = regression coefficient; CI = 
confidence interval; R/S=religiosity and spirituality 
Social support covariate: social support  
Sociodemographic covariates: age, marital status, income, education, occupation 
Personal health covariates: smoking status, perceived health status 
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Table F3: Longitudinal models for R/S Salience and colorectal cancer screening  
Model  Odds Ratioa 
(95% CI) 
Reg. Coef. a BIC 
Linear Models     
Model 21: R/S Salience 
+ Time  
1.60 
(1.27-2.03) 
0.4723 25347.98 
Model 22: R/S Salience 
+ Time + Social Support 
Covariate 
1.60 
(1.27-2.03) 
0.4716 25356.74 
Model 23: R/S Salience 
+ Time + 
Sociodemographic 
Covariates 
1.36 
(1.09-1.69) 
0.3070 23878.71 
Model 24: R/S Salience 
+ Time + Personal 
Health Covariates 
1.74 
(1.33-2.26) 
0.5523 22079.85 
Model 25: R/S Salience 
+ Time + All Covariates 
1.44 
(1.12-1.84) 
0.3631 20836.27 
* Parameter estimate are not reported since this model only contains the intercept. 
** Parameter estimates are reported for linear time and does not contain R/S Salience 
a Estimates refer to the R/S parameters in each model  
Abbreviations: BIC=Bayesian Information Criteria; Reg. Coef. = regression coefficient; CI = 
confidence interval; R/S=religiosity and spirituality  
Social support covariate: social support  
Sociodemographic covariates: age, marital status, income, education, occupation 
Personal health covariates: smoking status, perceived health status 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table F4: Longitudinal models for R/S Attendance and colorectal cancer screening   
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Model  Odds Ratioa 
(95% CI) 
Reg. Coef. a BIC 
Linear Models     
Model 26: R/S 
Attendance + Time  
1.77 
(1.36-2.29) 
0.5679 25349.43 
Model 27: R/S 
Attendance + Time + 
Social Support Covariate 
1.77 
(1.36-2.30) 
0.5701 25351.66 
Model 28: R/S 
Attendance + Time + 
Sociodemographic 
Covariates 
1.50 
(1.18-1.92) 
0.4055 23879.64 
Model 29: R/S 
Attendance + Time + 
Personal Health 
Covariates 
1.87 
(1.39-2.50) 
0.6247 22082.74 
Model 30: R/S 
Attendance + Time + All 
Covariates 
1.56 
(1.19-2.06) 
0.4475 20832.69 
* Parameter estimate are not reported since this model only contains the intercept. 
** Parameter estimates are reported for linear time and does not contain R/S Attendance  
a Estimates refer to the R/S parameters in each model  
Abbreviations: BIC=Bayesian Information Criteria; Reg. Coef. = regression coefficient; CI = 
confidence interval; R/S=religiosity and spirituality 
 Social support covariate: social support  
Sociodemographic covariates: age, marital status, income, education, occupation 
Personal health covariates: smoking status, perceived health status 
 
 
 
